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"  Nothing  extenuate, 
Nor  set  down  aught  in  malice  I" 

Shakspeare. 


"  Of  course,  recognising  as  I  do  that  the  Bishop  possesses  a  discre- 
tion in  this  matter,  1  most  fully  admit  that  he  is  vastly  more  capable 
of  exercising  it  well  than  I  am.  But  the  way  he  does  exercise  it  is 
subject  to  criticism,  even  by  those  less  competent  than  himself ;  in  the 
same  way  as  the  opinion  and  sentences  of  this  Court,  may  and  ought 
to  be,  and  are,  criticised  by  laymen.^ 

Per  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  inRegina  v.  Bishop  of  Oxford,  J/.  Q.  B.  Div., 
556  ;  in  Court  of  Appeal  of  England. 
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INTRODUCTION. 

Q 

•  

O 

So  much  confusion  and  contradiction  have  grown  up  in  connection  with 
the  Constitutional  Law  of  Canada,  that  it  has  become  very  desirable  that  some 
attempt  were  made  to  overcome  and  remove  it. 

On  the  one  hand,  we  have  the  extreme  views  of  Mr.  Blake,  Mr.  Mowat, 
Judge  Henry,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick,  and  others,  laying  down 
principles  of  construction,  which,  carried  to  their  logic  result,  would  virtually 
deprive  Parliament  of  all  legislative  power;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  we  have 
judgments  from  Justices  Strong,  Taschereau  and  Gwynne,  and  from  the 
Supreme  Courts  of  British  Columbia  and  New  Brunswick,  which,  carried  to  their 
ultimate  consequence,  would  denude  the  Local  Legislatures  of  all  legislative 
power.  Neither  of  these  sets  of  views  is  rijrht.  It  was  to  demonstrate  this  fact, 
and  to  make  an  attempt  to  bring  Order  out  of  Ciiaos,  that  this  treatise  has  been 
written. 

The  Author  had  previously,  for  another  purpose,  made  an  exhaustive 
analysis  of  all  the  Constitutional  cases  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  of 
all  decided  by  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  down  to  the  Citizens' 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons,  inclusive  ;  and  felt  that  he  was  prepared  to  grapple  with 
the  difficulties  of  construction  that  were  in  his  way.  With  this  view,  at  the 
beginning  of  the  treatise,  he  confronted  himself  with  three  questions,  covering 
the  whole  ground,  which  he  proposed  making  the  whole  discussion  answer.  In 
proceeding  with  the  discussion,  at  quite  an  advanced  stage  of  the  work,  he  was 
astounded  to  find,  in  two  later  cases  decided  by  the  Privy  Council ;  viz,  Dobie  v. 
The  Temporalities  Board,  (the  Presbyterian  case)  ;  and  Russell  v  The  Queen, 
(The  Canada  Temperance  Act  case)  ;  principles  of  construction  laid  down,  which, 
as  he  looked  upon  them,  if  logically  applied  as  sound  principles— if,  from  their 
peculiar  unsoundness,  it  were  not  really  impossible  to  practically  apply  them  as 
governing  principles  -would  sweep  away  the  whole  legislative  power  of  the 
Local  Legislatures. 

i&   this    facl  forced    itself  more  and    nine   Btrongly   on   his   mind,  three 
questions  as  to  bis  course  arose,  viz  : — 

-In  this  new  element  of  confusion  being  introduced,  should  the  work 
be  abandoned  as  impracticable? 

Second, — Should  the' original  design  <>\  the  treatise  be  carried  out,  and  be 
confined  to  meeting  only  the  difficulties  thai  were  then  foreseen  ?  or 
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Third,    Should    the  aei  difficulties  l>c  grappled  with,  and  an   attempt  be 
made  to  thou  thai  Um  principles,  even  when  sustained  by  1 » i s-c  1 1  authority,  arc 

not  the  lees  falsi1  '.' 

After  much  hesitation  and  deliberation,  this  last  course  has  been  thought 

the  motl  manly,  the  wisest  and  the  best  A  Second  Part  lias,  therefore,  been 
added  to  this  treatise;  some  necessary  modifications  and  qualifications  made  in 
the  First  Part,  to  more  closely  harmonize  it  with  the  author's  views,  as  expressed 
in  the  new  and  unlooked-for  investigation  ;  and  the  work  launched. 

Seme  readers  aril!  be  startled,  no  doubt,  at  the  boldness  with  which  these 

MW  difficulties  arc  met;  but  the  author  has  the  satisfaction  of  feeling  that  in 
meeting  palpable  error  "  fearlessly  and  faithfully,"  and  boldly  confronting  it, 
whether  found  in  the  utterance  of  politicians;  among  our  own  courts  and  judges, 
or  even  with  so  august  and  authorative  a  body  as  the  Privy  Council  Board,  he 
has  not  only  performed  his  duty  ;  hut,  that,  he  but  anticipates  the  judgment  of 
his  intelligent  readers  when  he  entertains  the  hope  that  he  has  done  so  with 
success. 

St.  John,  X.  B,  April,  1884. 
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Incomparably  the  most  interesting  and  important  legal  ques- 
tions for  the  consideration  of  the  people,  whether  lawyers  or 
laymen,  of  this  Dominion,  are  those  in  connection  with  the  con- 
struction of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  1867,  relative  to  the  rights  of 
legislation  of  Parliament,  and  of  the  Local  Legislatures,  re- 
spectively. 

In  the  speech  of  the  Lieut.  Gov.  of  N.  B.,  in  opening  the 
recent  session  of  the  N.  B.  Legislature,  is   the  following  : — 

"The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  affirming 
the  right  of  the  Province  in  the  Fisheries,  and  other  judicial 
decisions  recently  rendered  upon  questions  involving  the  powers 
of  the  Local  Legislature,  justify  the  hope  that  we  may  rely  upon 
the  court  of  final  resort  preserving  the  political  autonomy  of  the 
Provinces  against  the  dangers  which  threaten  it  from  Federal  en- 
croachments." 

Numerous  articles,  mainly  from  a  political  standpoint;  have 
appeared  in  the  leading  political  papers,  in  which  the  subject  has 
been  discussed,  and  in  which  such  language  as  "  Federal  usurpa- 
tion", &c,  is  common.  Recently,  out-Heroding-Herod,  a  pamph- 
let has  been  issued  from  the  "  Horning  Chronicle"  Quebec  press, 
purporting  to  be  by  "  TJie  Honorable  Mr.  Justice  T.  J.  J.  Loranger,v 
in  which  the  most  extraordinary  and  utterly  untenable  positions 
in  the  matter  are  taken.  In  a  later  portion  of  this  treatise,  we 
may  direct  attention  to  some  of  the  crude  absurdities  in  which  that 
pamphlet  abounds,  in  which  the  author  makes  the  most  ludicrous 
efforts  to  "  darken  counsel  with  words  without  knowledge."  Just 
now,  we  propose  to  make,  entirely  independent  of  any  political 
bias  whatever,  an  honest,  and  we  trust,  intelligent  examination  and 
analysis  of  a  number  of  the  decided  cases,  with  a  view  of  making 
much  clearer  than  at  present  is  the  case,  the  relative  powers  of 
Parliament,  and  of  the  Legislatures,  (as   for  convenience  we  will 
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designate  them  .  under  the  B.  N.  A.  Art.  We  propose  with  other 
t.«  examine  a  number  of  oases  thai  have  been  decided  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  N.  15..  ool  because  thai  Court,  since  it  lost  the 
benefit  of  the  presence  of  its  late  Chief  Justice,  tin'  present  Sir 
W  if.  J,  Ritchie  ,  to  give  shape,  with  his  great  legal  knowledge,  t<> 
its  judgments,  is  of  any  very  high  authority,  for  it  must  be  frankly 

admitted  thai  il  is  not  ;  but  rather  Ueaiise  we  fun  I  a  variety  of  ea-e- 

there  well  fitted  for  examination,  in  connection  with  the  decisions  of 

the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  ami  of  tin-  Privy  Counoil  Board,  to 
enable  us  to  come  to  an  intelligent  conclusion  as  to  what  is  the 
law  on  the  vexed,  ami  confessedly,  intricate,  questions,  involved  in 
the  oases  decided  under  the  not  very  clear  language  of  the  Aet. 

THE  DIFFICULTIES  STATED. 

Perhaps,  except  for  lawyer.-  already  familiar  with  the  leading 
point- in  the  discussion,  it  would  be  plunging  in  medias  res, 'to1  ft 
greater  extent  than  might  he  judicious,  to  take  up  those  cases 
without  some  preliminary  explanation,  which  we  will,  therefore, 
first  make,  a-  briefly  as  possible;  reserving  a  fuller  discussion  of  the 
points  involved  until  the  cases  which  we  shall  cite  shall  come 
under  examination. 

The  ( Constitutional  difficulties  which  have  arisen,  have  mainly 
been  under  the  91st  and  92nd  sections  of  the  Act,  whieh  are  within 
that  division  of  the  Act  providing  for  the  '  Distribution  of  Legis- 
lative Powers."  And  thedirlicul tics  which  havcarisen  haveheenfrom 
two  causes  .first,  that  the  subjects  named  in  the  92nd  section  of  the 
Act,  as  the  subjects  within  the  "Exclusive  Powers  of  Provincial 
Legislatures",  are  very  largely  in  direct  conflict  with  many  of  the 
subjects  named  in  the  91st  section,  as  within  the  "  Powers  of  Par- 
liament. "  Thus,  while  it  is  declared  in  the  92nd  section  of  the 
Act,  under  the  head  too  of  "  Exclusive  Powers  of  J 'mrincial  Legisla- 
tures" that  "  In  each  Provmcethe  legislature  may  exclusively  make 
law-  in  relation  to  matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects 
next  hereinafter  enumerated,  that  i-  to  say"; — naming  sixteen 
different  "  classes"  of  sdbjects,  among  which  are,  for  instance, — 

•■  9.  Shop,  saloon,  tavern,  auctioneer,  and  other  licenses,  in 
order  to  the  raising  of  a  revenue  for  provincial,  local,  or  municipal 
purp 

'•  \'l.  Th.'  solemnization  of  marriage  in  the  Province. 

"  1  .*i.    Propert)  ami  civil   rights  in  the    Province;" 
under   tie-   !>l-t    section,    under    the    heading   of  "  Powers  of  the 
Parliament,"  arc  given    ;i-  among  the  subjects  or  matters,  within 
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"  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada," 
such,   for  instance,  as  — 

"    2.  The  regulation  of  Trade  and  Commerce. 

"  10.  Navigation  and  Shipping. 

"  12.  Sea  Coast  and  Inland  Fisheries. 

"  21.  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency. 

"  26.  Marriage  and  Divorce." 

Here,  clearly,  it  is  obvious,  that  if  Parliament  has  the  exclu- 
sive right  of  legislating,  for  instance,  on  all  matters  connected  with 
the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  ;  shop,  saloon  and  other 
licenses,  as  named,  as  subjects,  would  come  within  the  wide  field 
of  all  matters  relating  to  the  regulation  of  trade.  So,  again,  legis- 
lation on  Trade  and  Commerce;  on  Navigation  and  Shipping; 
on  Sea  Coast  and  Inland  Fisheries,  and  on  Bankruptcy  and  Insol- 
vency, would  be  not  only  virtually,  but  absolutely,  impossible, 
without  interfering  with  Property  and  Civil  Rights,  or  one  or 
other  of  these  subjects.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  Legislatures 
could  exclusively  legislate  on  all  matters  within  Property  and  Civil 
Rights,  they  would  be  able  to  legislate  exclusively,  on  about  all 
matters  ;  and  Parliament  would  be  unable  to  legislate  at  all.  So, 
again,  if  all  matters  connected  with  Marriage  were  within  the 
legislative  powet  of  Parliament,  that,  necessarily,  would  include 
the  Solemnization  of  Marriage  as  well.  To  have  left  the  powers 
ol  the  two  legislative  bodies  in  such  an  utterly  irreconcileable  state 
of  antagonism,  would  have  been  quite  too  absurd  ;  and  to  obviate 
this,  there  were  certain  provisions  made  at  the  beginning  and  end 
of  the  91st  section  of  the  Act.  It  is  in  the  somewhat  involved 
language  used  in  these  provisions,  and  in  the  failure  to  give  due 
force  to  that  language  that 

THE   SECOND    DIFFICULTY 

in  the  construction  of  the  Act  has  arisen. 

It  will  be  necessary  now  to  examine  these  clauses. 

We  will  first  consider  the  language  at  the  close  of  the  91st 
section,  and  which  has  been  the  subject  of  misapprehension  by  very 
many  ;  among  whom,  as  hereafter  will  be  more  specifically  shown, 
may  be  mentioned,  Mr.  Loranger  in  his  pamphlet ;  Judge  Fisher 
in  two  cases  ;  Mr.  Blake  in  the  Mercer-Escheat  case  ;  and,  still  more 
surprising,  by  the  Privy  Council ;  Sir  Montague  E.  Smith 
delivering  the  judgment,  in  Parsons  v.  The  Citizens  Insurance  Co., 
L.  R,  7  App.  Cas,  at  p.  108. 

The  language  of  the  clause  referred  to,  is  : — 
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••  Ami  any  matter  coming  within  any  of  (lie  classes  of  Bubjects 
enumerated  in  this  w  ction  Bhall  qo1  be  deem<  d  to  conic  within  the 

of  matters  >^'  a  local  or  private  nature  comprised  in  the 
enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects  by  this  Act  assigned  exclu- 
sively to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces." 

This  olause,  alone,  is  ven  indefinite,  and  it  is  not  singular 
that  in  many  cases,  it  has  been  misunderstood.  As  a  matter  of 
relief  from  an  i  ccess  "f  heavy  discussion,  which  we  will  have 
directly,  one  difficulty  in  it  mighl  be  illustrated  by 

Til  V    sM  MM'    BOY'S    JOKE. 

••  How  many  le--  has  a  horse?"  he  asked  of  his  loss  brilliant 
companion. 

■  Four,"  was  the  reply. 

"  Suppose  you  called  its  tail  a  leg,  how  many  would  it  have?" 

••  Why  five,  to  be  sure  !" 

•  No.  it  wouldn't,  yon  goose!  Calling  its  tail  a  leg,  wouldn't 
mah  it  a  leg,  would  U  .'" 

When  the  clause  says  then,  that  matters  arising  within  the 
classes  of  subjects  in  the  91s1  section,  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come 
within  the  classes  of  matter  in  the  92nd  section,  they  do  so,  not- 
withstanding, whether  "doe d"  to  do  so  or  not.     And  it  is  the 

very  fact  chat  they  do  come  within  them,  that  makes  all  the 
difficulty.  And  in  what  sense,  when  they  actually  do  so  come 
within  those  classes,  they  are  not  to  he  deemed  to  come  within 
them,  the  clause  leaves  indefinite,  and  open  to  construction,  or — 
misconstruction  !  There  are  twosenses  in  which  the  language  may 
be  taken  :  one.  that  they  shall  not  come  within  the  classes  of  sub- 
jects named  in  the  92nd  section,  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  right 
of  the  Legislatures  to  legislate  with  reference  to  the  subjects-mat- 
ter in  that  section.  This  is  the  view  taken  of  it  by  Mr.  Justice 
Fisher  in  the  twocases,  Robertson  v.  Steadman,  3  Pugs.,  at  p.  637, 
and  in  Steadman  v.  Robertson,  2  P.  &  B.,  at  p.  594.  But  if  this 
were  the  meaning,  the  words  "  bedeemed  to"  would  not  have  been 
ineerted  in  the  clause  at  all,  and  the  language  then  expressly  would 
have  been,  "shall  not  come  within,"  &c.  And,  in  fact,  Mr. 
.1  istiee  Fibheb  in  quoting  the  language  from  the  Act  in  the 
named,  does  misquote  the  language  in  that  way, — 
-  all  not  coin,  within,"  &c.  If  this  had  been  the  language,  and 
there  had  been  nothing  else  in  the  Act  to  have  modified  it,  the 
then,  would  have  been  perfectly  clear  and  simple,  and  the 
absurdities  which  now  fill  np  Mr.  Loranger>8  pamphlet,  would  not 
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have  been  absurdities  at  all ;  but  the  Legislatures  would,  in  very 
deed,  have  been  the  dominant  legislative  bodies,  and  the  power  of 
Parliament  would  have  been  almost  as  unsubstantial  "as  a  vision 
faded  !"  For,  if  Parliament  could  only  legislate  on  the  regulation 
of  trade  and  commerce ;  on  navigation  and  shipping ;  on  bank- 
ruptcy and  insolvency,  &c.  &c,  so  as  to  be  entirely  outside  and 
clear  of  "  Property  and  Civil  Rights,"  it  could  not  legislate  at  all ; 
for  not  a  particle  of  legislation  on  the  subjects  named  could  be 
had  which  would  not  relate  to  Property  or  Civil  Ptights,  or  to 
both  of  these  subjects. 

THE   OTHER    INTERPRETATION. 

But  the  other  and  the  correct  interpretation  involves  no  such 
absurdities.  It  is  this  :  "  Shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within," 
&c,  so  that "  no  matter  how  much  it  may  appear  to  do  so,"  (to 
quote  in  effect,  the  language  of  Sir  William  Ritchie,  C.  J ;  Tas- 
CHEREAU  and  Gwynne  JJ.,  &c,)  or,  to  use  our  own  language, 
how  much  it  may  actually  do  so,  it  shall  not  be  deemed  to  do  so,  so  as 
to  interfere  with  or  prevent  such  legislation  by  Parliament.  The  term 
"deemed"  too,  is  always  thus  used  in  Acts  of  Parliament,  to  provide 
that  when  a  thing  does  something  particularly  named,  it  shall  not  be 
"  deemed  "  to  do  so  ;  always  implying  that  it  may  do  that  particular 
thing  without  being  "  deemed"  to  do  it.  But,  with  this  undoubt- 
edly correct  construction  of  the  language  in  the  clause  we  have 
been  considering  ;  and  which  enables  us  to  avoid  the  monstrous 
absurdities  in  which  we  would  be  involved  if  the  first  named  con- 
struction were  adopted  ;  and  if  Parliament  had  indeed  no 
greater  power  and  authority  than  Mr.  Loranger  in  his  pamphlet, 
and  others  who  are  talking  so  much  about  "  Federal  usurpation," 
&c,  try  to  establish  ;  there  are  still 

three  further  points 
which  require  to  be  made  much  plainer  than  they  at  present  are. 
These  are  : — 

First,  What  is  the  power  of  the  Legislatures  to  legislate  in  the 
first  instance,  (that  is  before  Parliament  has  legislated  on  any  of 
the  subjects-matter  in  the  91st  section  that  though  not  "  deemed'' 
to  come  within  those  in  the  92nd  section,  actually  do  so,)  on  the 
subjects-matter  named  in  the  92nd  section  ? 

Second,  What  is  the  limit  of  the  power  of  Parliament  to 
legislate  with  reference  to  matters  named  in  the  91st  section  which 
do  come  within  or  interfere  with  those  in  the  92nd  section  ?  and 
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T/iiri>.  How  arc  tin-  A.ctsofthe  Legislatures,  and  their  powers 

t>>  legislate,  affected  by  Buch  legislation,  as  Darned,  by  Parliament? 

It  is  with  the  objecl  oi  making,  as  intimated,  these  confessedly 

ilitlieiilt    questions    mild]    clcnrcr  t  h:in    tliev  nOW  are,  that    wepro- 

rrappling  with  them,  ami,  as  far  as  we  can,  honestly  clearing 
away  "  without  any  political  bias  whatever,"  much  of  the  doubt 
and  uncertainty  that,  mainly  through  the  perversions  of  political 

writers,  (apropot  of  which  we  might  -ay,  parent  helical  !y,   that    Mr. 

'a  pamphlet  ia  rather  a   political  essay  than  a  legal  argu- 
ment), baa  been  cast  about  these  questions ;  confessedly  difficult  to 

deal  with  -ven  as  mere  questions  of  law.  We  would  first  how- 
ever, make  still  clearer,  (as  so  much  depends  upon  establishing 
what  some  very  high  authorities  think  should  not,  in  connection 
with  questions  coming  up  under  this  Act,  be  attempted,  namely, 
"a  hard  and  fast"  rule  of  construction),  that  the  construction 
named,  of  the  clause  at  the  end  of  the  !)lst  section,  is  the  correct 
one.  And.  if  correct,  is  as  a  rule  of  construction  "  a  hard  and  last" 
one.  This  is  made  much  clearer  by  following  the  rule  in  Coke's 
[nstitutes,  first,  p.  381,  thus  :  "  It  is  the  most  natural  and  genuine 
exposition  of  a  statute  to  construe  one  part  by  another  of  the  same 
statute,  for  that  best  expresses  the  meaning  of  the  makers,  and 
such  construction  is  ex  msceribw  actus," — making,  as  we  now  shall 
do,  an  examination  of 

THE    FIRST    CLAUSE   OF   THE    91ST   SECTION, 

a-  ha-  already  been  done  by  Silt  Wm.  J.  Ritchie,  C.  J. ;  by  Justices 
Tabu  ihebbau  and  ( rWYNNE  and  by  others.    The  clause  is  as  follows  : 

"91.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Commons,  to  make 
laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  in 
relation  to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  by 
this  act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces; 
and  for  greater  certainty,  hut  not  so  as  to  restrict  the  generalty  of 
the  foregoing  terms  of  this  section,  it  is  hereby  declared  that 
(notwithstanding  anything  in  this  act)  the  legislative  authority  of 
the  Parliament  of  Canada  extends  to  all  matters  coming  within 
the  classes  of  subjects  next  hereinafter  enumerated,  that  is  to 
say  :—  "  enumerating,  then,  twenty-nine  classes  of  subjects. 

It   ;-  astonishing   how   strangely,  and  how   frequently,   this 

clause  has  been  mi nstrned.     In  many  cases  the  last  portion  of 

it,  which  ifi  the  part  that  really  -hows  how  the  conflicting  subjects 
given  to  Parliament  and  to  the  Legislatures  are  to  be  treated  and 

iiled,  i-  entirely  omitted,  or  treated  as  though  it  were 
utterly    meaningless.      Thus,   Mr.  Lorawjcr  in   the  pamphlet  to 
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which  we  have  already  made  reference,  on  page  15,  and  again  on 
page  50,  quotes  the  first  portion  only  of  the  clause,  as  though  that 
were  the  whole  of  it,  ending  his  quotations  with  the  word  "  Pro- 
vinces ;  "  and  thus,  leaving  out  of  sight  the  very  essence  of  the 
clause,  "  Playing  Hamlet  with  the  part  of  Hamlet  omitted ! " 
So,  also,  as  we  shall  see,  does  Mr.  Justice  Henry. 

The  first  part  of  the  clause  is  clear.  By  it,  Parliament  has 
the  power  "  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  govern- 
ment of  Canada  in  relation  to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the 
classes  of  subjects  by  this  act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legisla- 
tures of  the  Provinces."  Here,  then,  Parliament  is  allowed  to 
legislate,  only,  for  the  purposes  named,  on  the  matters  that  do  not 
come  within  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  to  the  Legislatures.  So 
far,  that  is  clear.  But  that  is  by  no  means,  as  it  has  so  often  been, 
most  singularly,  treated  to  be,  the  whole  of  it. 

The  next  part  of  the  clause  provides,  that,  "  for  greater  cer- 
tainty, but  not  so  as  to  restrict  the  generality  of  the  foregoing 
terms  of  this  section,  it  is  hereby  declared  that  (notwithstanding 
anything  in  this  Act)  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of 
the  Parliament  of  Canada  extends  to  all  matters  coming  within  the 
classes  of  subjects  next  hereinafter  enumerated,  that  is  to  say," — 
enumerating  them. 

The  clause  in  whole,  then,  simply  says  that  "  for  the  peace, 
order  and  good  goverment  of  Canada,"  Parliament  may  make 
laws  "  in  relation  to  all  matters"  by  the  Act  "  not  assigned  exclusively 
to  the  Legislatures  ";  and,  also,  without  interfering  with  the  general 
right  of  Parliament  to  legislate  as  above,  on  all  matters  not  so 
assigned  to  the  Legislatures ;  it  shall  also  have  the  power,  notwith- 
standing anything  in  the  Act,  to  exclusively  legislate  on  all  matters 
coming  within  the  enumerated  classes  of  subjects,  (naming  them;) 
and,  then,  by  the  passage  at  the  close  of  the  section,  which  we  have 
already  examined,  it  is  further  provided,  as  in  effect  we  have  seen, 
that  no  matter  how  much  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  the 
91st  section  may  come  within  the  class  of  matters  named  in  the 
92nd  section,  they  shall  not  be  deemed  to  do  so,  so  as  to  prevent 
legislation  by  Parliament,  on  the  subjects  enumerated  in  the  91st 
section,  no  matter  how  much  such  legislation  may  appear  to  inter- 
fere, or  may  actually  interfere  with  the  subjects  named  in  the  92nd 
section  ;  or  with  the  legislation  of  the  Legislatures,  or  with  their 
right  to  legislate,  with  respect  to  such  subjects,  so  named  in  the 
92nd  section. 
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This  is  the  only  construction  of  the  language  to  which  it  is 
fairly  open  ;  and.  with  Buoh  construction,  the  olauses  at  the  begin- 
ning and  end  of  the  91s1  section  are  entirely  consistent  and 
intelligible 

The  effect  of  this,  of  course,  is  altogether  different  from  what  it 
would  have  Itch,  if  the  latter  pari  of  the  opening  olause  of  the 
:»l-t  section,  (which  is  bo  often  ignored  in  the  misconstruction 
nf  the  Act  ,  and  the  clause  at  the  dose  of  the  section,  had  been 
omitted.  Then,  Parliament  would  have  had  the  right  to  have 
legislated  only  on  such  matters  as  were  not  given  to  the  Legisla- 
tures ;  and  any  legislation  by  Parliament  within  the  subjects 
assigned  t<>  the  Legislatures,  would  have  been  ultra  vires  and 
invalid.  And  the  Legislatures,  as  regards  these  subjects-matters, 
would  have  been  the  superior  bodies,  and  Parliament  the  inferior 
hotly.  But  m>w  all  this  is  reversed  ;  and,  on  all  the  subjects- 
matter  named  in  the  91st  section,  all  proper  and  bona  fide  legislation 
by  Parliament,  within  the  fair  scope  and  effect  of  such  subjects-matter 
i-  intra  vires  and  valid,  uo  matter  how  much  it  interferes  with, 
overrides,  or  renders  abortive,  the  legislation  of  the  Legislatures 
with  respect  to  the  subjects-matter  named  in  the  92nd  section  of 
the  Act. 

This,  we  claim,  is  the  only  possible  construction  of  the  language 
of  the  Act  :  and  it  is  also  claimed  that  the  Act  thus  gives  us  what 
it  has  been  said  more  than  once,  by  the  very  high  authorities  to 
which  we  have  referred,  we  should  not  attempt  to  get,  "a  hard  and 
fast*  rule  of  construction  in  the  matter,  hut  that  every  cpuestion  as 
it  comes  up,  should  be  treated  on  its  own  individual  facts  and 
merits.  We  respectfully  submit,  that  in  the  face  of  the  Act,  there 
is  no  escape  from  this  "hard  and  fast"  rule  of  construction,  and 
that  we  are  not  to  be  left  entirely  at  sea  in  the  matter.  And 
further,  that  carrying  this  construction  to  its  legitimate  result,  and 
the  legislation  of  Parliament  being  shaped  thereby,  is  not  as  has 
been  alleged  by  one  of  the  political  writers  on  the  subject  : — 
"  A  moel  unjustifiable  usurpation  of  the  rights  of  our  Local 
Legislatures  !" 

The  vcrv  construction  claimed  here  as  the  only  proper  construc- 
tion,!- not  either  a  fanciful  or  accidental  result.  Whether  Parlia- 
ment has  too  much  power  or  not,  it  has  only  just  such  powers  as  the 
framers  of  the  Canadian  Constitution — leading  men  on  both  sides 
of  politic-  —  designed  to  give  it.  While,  we  claim,  there  is  no  escape 
from  "the  hard  and   fast  rule  of  construction"  which  the  express 
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language  of  the  Act  gives  us,  we  would  also  add  that  the  language 
of  Loed  Cabnaevon,  in  introducing  the  Bill  into  the  House  of 
Lords,  shows  how  thoroughly  well  considered  the  whole  matter  had 
been  by  the  framers  of  the  Act  ;  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald,  Sir 
Etienne  Cartier,  the  Hon.  George  Brown,  &c,  &c. ;  and  how 
deliberately  they  had  concluded  with  reference  to  the  "  Distribution 
of  Legislative  Powers,"  as  provided  by  the  Act.  After  comment- 
ing on  the  distribution  of  powers,  Lord  Carnaevon  added : — 

u  In  closing  my  observations  on  the  distribution  of  power,  I 
ought  to  point  out  that  just  as  the  authority  of  the  Central  Parlia- 
ment will  prevail  wherever  it  may  come  into  conflict  with  the  Local 
Legislatures,  so  the  residue  of  Legislation,  if  an}',  unprovided  for 
in  the  specific  classification,  which  I  have  explained,  will  belong 
to  the  Central  body."  British  Col.  "  Case,"  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada,  p.  54,  line  3,737,  &c. 

"judge"  loranger's  pamphlet  disposed  of. 

As  we  have  made  reference  already  to  a  very  pretentious  and 
utterly  absurd  pamphlet  by  "  The  Honorable  Mr.  Justice  Lor- 
anger,"  in  which  he  fairly  runs  to  death  the  doctrine  of  the  domi- 
nant power  of  the  Local  Legislatures;  and  as  we  do  not  wish, 
uselessly,  to  take  up  time  and  space  with  any  further  considera- 
tion of  that  dreadfully  weak  production,  we  would  dismiss  all 
consideration  of  it,  with  merely  this  statement.  Whether  that 
pamphlet  has  been  written  by  one  who  is,  or  who  is  not  a  Judge,  if 
the  author  knows  anything  whatever  about  Law,  so  that  he  may  be 
properly  designated  a  Lawyer,  he  should  know,  that,  as  by  the 
language  of  even  that  portion  of  the  91st  section  of  the  Act  he  has 
three  times  quoted,  all  that  is  retained  to  the  Legislatures  is,  only, 
what  is  expressly.  "  by  this  Act,"  assigned  to  them,  and,  that,  there- 
fore, they  possess  no  other  than  certain  limited  and  defined  powers; 
even  without  any  consideration  whatever,  of  the  manner  in  which 
these  are  liable  to  be  affected  and  over-ridden  by  the  domiuant 
powers  of  Parliament,  as  provided  for,  as  we  have  shown,  by  the 
latter  part  of  that  clause,  and  by  the  clause  at  the  end  of  the  91st 
section. 

another  provision. 

We  have  seen  what  the  proper  construction  of  the  language 
in  the  two  explanatory  clauses  of  the  91st  section,  is.  Very  much 
the  same  effect  that  is  produced  by  those  clauses  in  reference  to  the 
subjects  named  in  the  91st  and  92nd  sections,  is  also  produced  by 
somewhat  different  language  in  the  95th  section,  relative  to  the 
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Hubjeets  of 'Agriculture  and  Immigration."  Here  it  is  provided 
thai  the  Legislatures  ma)  legislate  on  these  subjects  for  the  respec- 
tive Provinoes,  and  thai  Parliament  may  do  the  same,  but  it  is 
further  provided  that  the  legislation  of  the  Legislatures  on  these 
subjects  "  shall  have  effect  in  and  for  the  Province  so  long  and  w 
far  only  as  it  is  not  repugnant  to  any  Act  of  the  Parliament  of 
Ounada.*'  This,  as  has  been  shown,  is  very  much  the  same  effect 
a<  i>  designed  to  be  produced;  and  as  is  produced  by  the  explana- 
tory language  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  91st  section, 

I tkthkk   CONSIDERATION    As   TO   CONSTRUCTION. 

While   we   have   shown,  that,    under   the  express    language  of 

the  Act.  Parliament  is  the  dominant  power ;  and  that  the  rule  of 
construction  is,  that  Parliament  has  the  right  bona  fide  to  legislate 

on  all  the  subjects-matter  named  in  the  91st  section,  no  matter  how 
much  these  may  interfere  with,  or  eome  within,  or  override  the 
Bubjects-matter  named  in  the  92nd  section,  and  that  this  is  "a 
hard  and  fast  rale  of  construction";  we  would  now  .state,  that, 
while  we  think  there  can  be  no  question  (notwithstanding  the 
numerous  discussions  on  the  point  that  have  taken  place),  of  the 
correctness  of  this  position,  there  is  another  point  closely  allied  to 
it,  that  should  be  made  equally  as  clear.  And  that  is  this,  that 
the  subjects-matter  legislated  on  by  Parliament,  must  bona  fide 
come  within  the  classes  of  subjects  named  in  the  91st  section,  and 
that  it  is  here  that  the  statement  that  there  can  be  no  "  hard  and 
fast  rule  of  construction,"  applies;  and  not  to  those  portions,  of  the 
91st  section,  where  we  get  a  rule  of  construction,  that,  absolutely, 
admits  of  do  departure  from  it  whatever. 

But  whether  certain  legislation  by  Parliament  is,  or  is  not, 
fairly  and  bona  fide,  within  those  subjects-matter;  or  whether  the  legis- 
lation of  the  Legislatures  is  within  the  subjects- matter  of  the  92nd 
Motion;  and,  if  so,  whether  such  legislation  is,  also,  within  the 
subjects-matter  of  the  91st  section,  which  are  exclusively  within  the 
powers  of  Parliament,  are  nicer  questions,  that  have  to  be  dealt 
with  by  the  (  lourtfl  as  they  arise,  and  with  reference  to  which  it  is 
perfectly  clear,  that  "  no  hard  and  fast  rule  of  construction," 
applicable  to  all  cases,  can  be  adopted.  But,  every  such  case,  so 
decided,  is  a  step  towards  establishing  "a  hard  and  fast  rule"  of 
construction,  and  i-  an  aid  in  the  construction  of  other  questions, 
more  or  less  analogous,  that  thereafter  arise.  As  an  instance,  we 
beg  to  aay,  although  we  have  never  yet  seen  the  point  adverted  to, 
that  the  decision  of  the  Privy  Council  on 
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THE    CONSTITUTIONALITY    OF    THE   CANADA    TEMPERANCE  ACT, 

carries  the  doctrine  of  the  dominant  power  of  Parliament  to 
legislate,  very  much  farther  than  it  has  ever  been  carried  before;  and 
very  much  farther,  notwithstanding  the  attacks  in  the  matter  made, 
on  that  point,  on  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  (one  of  such  attacks 
being  contained  in  the  pamphlet  to  which  we  have  alluded),  than 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  had,  previously,  in  any  of  its  deci- 
sions, thought  of  approaching.  This,  we  think  we  will  be  able  to 
show,  when 

IN    THE    EXAMINATION    OF    THE    CASES, 

which  we  now  propose  to  make,  we  shall  have  reached  Russell  v. 
The  Queen,  L.  R.,  7  Ap.  Cas.  829. 

THE   QUEEN    V.    CHANDLER,    (A.  D.    1869), 

1  Han.  (N.  B.  R.)  556,  is  the  first  case  for  consideration  in  our 
attempt  to  test  all  the  rules  of  construction  applicable  to  the  ques- 
tions we  are  discussing. '  The  question  in  this  case  was  whether  an 
Act  passed  in  1868  by  the  N.  B.  Legislature,  for  the  relief  of 
Insolvent  confined  debtors  was  ultra  vires.  It  was  claimed  that  the 
Act  was  of  no  force  or  effect,  as  being  an  Act  relating  to  Insolv- 
ency, which  the  Local  Legislature  had  no  right  to  pass;  that 
being  one  of  the  subjects  assigned  to  the  exclusive  legislative 
authority  of  Parliament.  It  was  claimed  in  reply,  that  the  B.  N. 
Act  makes  procedure  in  civil  matters  in  all  Provincial  Courts  a 
matter  within  the  exclusive  control  of  the  Legislatures ;  and  that 
the  arrest  and  discharge  of  debtors  were  clearly  proceedings  in  civil 
matters,  and  controlled  by  the  Courts  where  the  proceedings  are 
had;  neither  arrest  of  a  person  nor  his  discharge  relating  to 
Insolvency.  Ritchie,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  a  Court, 
which  by  his  ability,  he  sustained  in  the  high  position  of  respectability 
as  to  the  value  of  its  decisions,  which  it  has  ever  since  lacked,  in 
holding  that  the  Act  in  question  was  ultra  vires,  said,  inter  alia: — 
"  By  section  91  it  is  declared,  that,  notwithstanding  anything  in 
the  Act,  (the  italics  are  his  own),  the  exclusive  legislative  authority 
of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  is  extended  to  all  matters  coming 
within  the  classes  of  subjects  next  thereinafter  enumerated,  of 
which  No.  21  is  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency.  And,  after  enumer- 
tion  of  all  classes  of  subjects  thus  exclusively  assigned  to  the 
Parliament  of  Canada,  it  is  at  the  end  of  the  enumeration  enacted 
that  any  matter  coming  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
enumerated  in  this  section,  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within 
the  class  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature,  comprised  in  the 


l  i  U  \\  \iman  0ONST1  n  riONAL  law. 

enumeration  <>r  the  class  <>t'  subjects  by  this  Act  assigned  exclu- 
sivt'lv  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces.  Thus,  the  exclusive 
right  (>>  legislate  on  the  Bubjects  enumerated  is  affirmatively  vested 
in  general  terms,  as  all  matters  qoI  ooming  within  the  class  of  sub- 
assigned  exclusively  to  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces/'  (this 
is  uot  Btrictl)  critically  accurate,  "and  for  greater  certainty  but 
not  bo  aa  to  restrict  the  generality  of  such  terms,  the  exclusive 
right  ia  Bpeoifioally  extended  in  the  enumeration  of  the  subjects  ; 
and,  finally,  by  unequivocal  word-,  it  is  declared  that  any  matter 
coming  within  any  of  the  enumerated  classes  of  subjects  shall  not 

be  deemed  to  come  within  the  class  of  matters  assigned  exclusively 

to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Province-." 

And.  again,  "Thar  branch  of  the  Insolvent  system  which 
tin-  Local  Legislature  has  attempted  to  alter  is,  it  is  true,  exclu- 
sively applicable  to   [nsolvent  confined  debtors;  but  it  is  not  the 

i  matter  relating  to  Insolvency,  and  we  are  at  a  loss  to  under- 
stand how  it  can  be  argued  that  it  is  not  a  matter  coming  within 
that  class  of  subjects,  viz.,  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  enumerated 
in  the  British  North  America  Act  a-  assigned  exclusively  to  the 
Parliament  of  *  lanada." 

The  entire  change  that  the  B.  X.  A.  Act  has  made  in  the  pow- 
ers of  the  Legislatures  to  legislate,  is  fully  shown  in  this  case.     It 
will  be  noticed,  too,  that  this  decision  was  on  the  invalidity  of  an 
\<t    by  a   Local  Legislature  passed  prior  to   Parliament   having 
legislated  at  all  on  the  same  subject-matter. 
TWO    RAILWAY    CASES. 

The  next  X.  B.  cases  to  which  we  will  refer,  are  the  E.  &  N. 
A.  P.  Co.,  >\  Thomas,  1  Pugs.  42,  and  the  Queen  v.  Dow,  Ibid., 
300.  In  the  former  it  was  held  that  legislating  with  reference  to 
a  railway  in  X.  P.,  which  was  part  of  a  scheme  for  a  continuous 
railway,  extending  into  the  State  of  Maine,  was  not  ultra  mres  the 
Local  Legislature,  a- coming  within  the  exception  of  lines  "extending 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  Pro  vi  nee"'  under  t  he  lOth.sub-section  of  section 
!'!'.  hi  the  Queen  >•.  Dow,  it  was  held,  Fisher,  J.  dissenting,  that 
an  Act  of  the  X.  P.  Legislature,  providing  for  the  issue  of  deben- 
ture -  to  assist  in  the  construction  of  a  railway  from  the  State  of 
Maine  into  X.  P..  was  ultra  vires,  aa  being  legislation  as  to  a  rail- 
way extending  beyond  the  Province.  In  the  former  of  these 
cases,  ir  seema  that  .fudge  Fisher  was  dubitante.  If  so,  there 
would  seem  to  be  good  ground  for  his  doubts;  for  if  the  exception 
did  not  apply  to  the   railroad  in    question,  it    would  be    impossible 


CANADIAN  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.  15 

to  find  a  road  to  which  it  would  apply,  and  the  clanse  would  be 
meaningless.  In  the  latter  of  these  two  cases,  the  dissenting 
opinion  of  Judge  Fisher  was  well  founded.  The  ground  upon 
which  he  put  it,  that  that  was  not,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act, 
legislating  as  to  a  railroad  ;  but  as  to  a  mere  local  assessment  for  a 
beneficial  purpose  to  the  locality,  was  clearly  correct,  and  in  this 
view  he  was  sustained  by  the  Privy  Council,  wrhere  the  case, 
nominatim  Dow  v.  Black,  L.  R.,  6  P.  C.  272,  went  on  appeal. 
Notice,  particularly,  the  point  in  this  early  case.  In  delivering 
judgment  in  this  case,  the  Privy  Council  fully  sustain  the  "  hard 
and  fast  rule  of  construction,"  which,  as  shown,  the  Act  itself 
furnishes ;  and  also  show  that,  in  the  construction  of  the  Act,  the 
real  import  and  intent  of  the  legislation,  is  matter  for  very  nice 
consideration.  Thus  their  opinion  is,  that  the  Act  in  question  was 
clearly  "  a  law  relating  to  a  matter  of  a  merely  local  or  private 
nature  within  the  meaning  of  the  9th  article  of  sect.  92  of  the 
Imperial  Statute,  and  therefore,  one  which  the  Provincial  Legis- 
lature was  competent  to  pass,  unless  its  subject-matter  could  be 
distinctly  shown  to  fall  within  one  or  other  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
specially  enumerated  in  the  9 1st  section."  And,  as  a  mere  local 
matter,  and  one  not  within  the  91st  section,  the  Act  of  the  Local 
Legislature  was  sustained.  Thus,  in  this  early  casein  the  Privy 
Council,  while  fully  sustaining  the  dominant  power  of  Parliament 
under  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  where,  under  the  91st  and  92nd  sections, 
there  is  conflicting  legislation  ;  the  doctrine  which  has  been  thought 
to  be  a  new  one,  established  in  Parsons  v.  The  Citizens  Insurance  Co., 
and  in  Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  is  merely  an  affirmation  of  the  clear 
principle  established  long  before,  in  Dow  v.  Black  ■  the  question 
decided  in  the  Mercer- Escheat  case  coming  under  other  sections  of 
the  Act. 

ANOTHER  PRIVY  COUNCIL  CASE. 
The  same  questions,  in  effect,  had  been  previously  decided  by 
the  Privy  Council  in  L'Union  St.  Jacques  de  Montreal  v.  Belisle, 
Ibid,  p.  31.  This  was  a  case  where  an  Act  had  been  passed,  by  the 
Quebec  Legislature,  for  the  relief  of  a  Benefit  Society  in  embar- 
rassed circumstances.  A  majority  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
of  that  Province  held,  that,  in  so  doing,  the  Legislature  had  legis- 
lated on  a  matter  corning  within  the  class  of  "  Insolvency,"  which 
belonged,  under  the  91st  section  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  to  the  exclu- 
sive authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  ;  and,  that,  therefore 
the  Local  Act  was  invalid.     We  make  the  following  important  ex- 
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.  applicable  to  the  general  questious  we  are  considering.  Says 
LoedSbi  BORNE,  in  delivering  the  judgment,  holding  that  the  Act 
was  ii"!  one  relating  to  Bankruptcy  and  [Insolvency;  and,  there- 
fore, being  legislation  with  reference  to  merely  local  and  private 
matters  within  the  92nd  section,  was  not  invalid: — 

"Clearly  this  matter  is  private;  dearly  it  is  local,  so  far  us 
Locality  i>  to  be  considered,  because  it  is  in  the  Province,  and  in  the 
City  ol'  Montreal;  and  unless,  therefore,  the  general  effect  of  that 
head  of  section  92  is  for  this  purpose  qualified  by  something  in  .section 
91,  it  is  a  matter  not  only  within  the  competency,  but  within  the 
exclusive  competency  of  the  Provincial  Legislature*  Now,  sect. 
91  qualities  it,  undoubtedly,  if  it  be  within  anyone  of  the  diferent 
classes  of  subjects  there  specially  enumerated ;  because  the  last  and 
concluding  words  of  sect.  91,  are  :  '  And  any  matter  coining  within 
any  of  the  olasses  of  subjects  enumerated  in  this  section  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  come  within  the  class  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private 
nature,  comprised  in  the  enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects  by 
this  Act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces.' 
Hut  the  anus  is  on  the  Respondent  to  show  that  this,  being  of  itself  of 
a  loc  d  or  private  nature  does  also  come  within  one  or  some  of  the 

<>S  of  subjects  specially  enumerated  in  the  dlst  section." 
Lord  Selborne,  having  considered  the  power  of  Parliament 
to  pass  a  general  law  relating  to  "  Bankrupt)"  and  Insolvency," 
continues  : — 

"  Well,  no  such  general  law  concerning  this  particular  asso- 
ciation is  alleged  ever  to  have  been  passed  by  the  Dominion.  The 
hypothesis  was  suggested  in  argument  by  Mr.  Benjamin  of  a  law 
having  been  previously  passed  by  the  Dominion  Legislature,  to 
the  effect  that  any  association  of  this  particular  kind  throughout 
the  Dominion,  on  certain  specified  conditions  assumed  to  be 
exactly  those  which  appear  upon  the  face  of  this  Statute,  should 
thereupon  ipso  facto,  fall  under  the  legal  administration  in  bank- 
ruptcy or  insolvency.  Their  Lordships  are  by  no  means  prepared 
to  say  tit"!  if  any  such  I'm-  as  that  had  been  passed  by  the  Dominion 
Legislature,  it  would  havt  been  beyond.iJieir  competency ;  nor  that, 
if  it  had  been  so  passed,  if  would  have  been  within  the  competency  of 
tin  Provincial  Legislature  afterwards  to  take  a  particular  associa- 
tion "at  of  tin  scope  of  a  ;/<  neral  law  <>/'  that  kind,  so  competently 
ed  by  th*  authority  which  bad  power  to  deal  with  bankruptcy 
ami  meofoency.  l'»n\  no  such  law  ever  ha-  been  passed ;  and  to 
the    possibility  of  -neb  a   law  as  a  reason  why    the  power 
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of  the  Provincial  Legislature  over  this  local  and  private  association, 
should  be  in  abeyance,  or  altogether  taken  away,  is  to  make  a 
suggestion,  which  if  followed  up  to  its  consequences,  would  go  far  to 
destroy  that  power  in  all  cases." 

These   are    very   important   extracts   in    the   matter.     Their 
importance  will  be  shown  more  fully  hereafter,  when  we  come  to 
state  summarily,  the  principles  which  these  cases  so  clearly  establish. 
SEVERAL  OTHER   NEW   BRUNSWICK   CASES, 

which  we  will  now  examine,  all  tend  to  make  clear  the  principles 
applicable  to  the  questions  we  are  considering.  In  McAlmon  v. 
Pine,  2  Pugs.  44,  the  absurd  claim  was  made,  that  an  Act  altering 
the  law  establishing  gaol  limits,  was  ultra  vires  as  relating  to  In- 
solvency. The  Court  held  contra  without  calling  on  the  other 
side.  Yet,  within  the  idea  thrown  out  in  the  Privy  Council,  in  the 
previous  case  we  considered,  there  is  no  doubt  that  Parliament,  in 
legislating  on  Insolvency,  could  legislate  bona  fide,  and  within  its 
power,  to  affect  gaol  limits. 

Regina  v.  McMillan,  Ibid.,  110,  almost  identical  in  principle 
with  the  more  celebrated  recent  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Hodge,  was 
a  question  under  a  License  Act.  It  was  there  held  that  an  Act 
of  the  Legislature  imposing  fines  and  penalties  for  selling  liquor 
without  license,  was  not  ultra  vires. 

In  Whittier  v.  Dibble  Ibid.,  243,  the  validity  of  a  section  in 
a  Dominion  Act,  (32  Vic.  c.  29,  sec.  134),  making  provision  as  to 
costs  in  suits  against  Justices  of  the  Peace,  was  questioned  on  the 
ground  that  it  related  to  procedure  in  a  civil  matter,  which,  it  was 
claimed,  was  entirely  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Local  Legis- 
lature. Ritchie,  C.  J.,  thought  it  "'  worthy  of  all  consideration," 
but  as  the  question  did  not  really  arise  in  the  case,  it  was  not 
further  considered. 

further  cases  relating  to  insolvency 

Armstrong  v.  McCutchin,  Ibid.,  381,  was  a  case  where  it  was 
objected  that  an  act  passed  in  N.  B.  in  1874,  abolishing  imprison- 
ment for  debt,  was  ultra  vires.  The  Court  held  otherwise,  as  far, 
at  least,  as  it  affected  the  defendant  who  was  not  a  trader,  and  was 
not  subject  to  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869.  The  learned  Chief 
Justice,  (Ritchie)  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  holdino- 
that  the  case  was  distinguishable  from  Regina  v.  Chandler,  stated 
supra.  As  this  class  of  cases,  including  Regina  v.  Chandler,  is  so 
valuable  in  settling  the  law  as  to  relative  powers ;  and  as  the 
judgment  states  the  law,  admirably,  we  quote  largely  from  it. 
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••  By  the  Imperial  An."  Bays  the  learned  Chief  Justice, 
"legislation  on  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency  isoonfined  exclusively 
to  the  Dominion  Parliamenl ;  and,  in  like  manner,  legislation,  on 
•Civil  Rights,'  and,  'Procedure  in  Civil  Suite,'  belongs  to  the 
Local  Legislature,     Legislation   on    Bankruptcy  and    Insolvency 

sarily  involves  an  interference,  to  a  certain  extent,  with  Civil 
Rights  and    Procedure   in   Civil   Suit-;;  and,  so   far  at    suoh  is 

nary  for,  and  movdent  to  legislation  on  Bankruptcy  and  In- 
so/mtfi/,  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  Dominion  ParUamentta deal 
with  these  subjectss  and  when  the  Local  Legislature  dealt  directly 
with  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  or  the  legislation  of  the  Dominion 
Parliament  and  the  Local  Legislature  conflicts,  so  much  of  the 
legislation  of  the  Local  Legislature  as  so  deals,  or  interferes,  or  is  in 
ron  flirt  with  the  legislation  of  the  Dominion  Purl  lament,  when  legis- 
lating within  tin  limits  of  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  isyUr€kV%res.,> 

Thai  is  the  law,  beyond  any  question  ;  and  nowhere  can  it  be 
found  more  clearly  and  .succinctly  stated.  It  is  as  admirable  a 
Bummary  of  the  law  on  the  question  as  ran  be  conceived  ;  complete 
and  yet  qoi  redundant.  There  is  not  one  well  considered  case,  from 
the  Queen  v.  Chandler  to  the  latest  Privy  Council  case  of  Hodge  v. 
The  Queen,  that  is  in  antagonism  with  it  ;  though  some  of  the 
Privy  Council  cases,  improperly,  it  is  claimed,  go  much  further 
than  this.  The  rest  of  the  judgment  is  so  applicable  to  the  last 
named  ease,  and  to  others  that  have  been  greatly  misunderstood, 
as  though,  in  accordance  with  the  view  expressed  by  the  Lieut. 
Gov.  of  N.  B.,  as  quoted  ante,  the  law  in  the  matter  relating  to  the 
rights  of  the  Local  Legislatures,  to  legislate,  within  the  defined 
limits  under  the  Act,  had  been  by  recent  decisions  at  all,  and 
radically,  changed,  so  as  more  plainly  to  establish  their  claim  of 
i  rUarged  powers, — we  quote  still  further  from  that  judgment. 

"  But,"  added  then,  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  "  while  legis- 
lation on  the  subject  of  imprisonment  for  debt,  may  be,  under 
Borne  circumstances,  involved  in  legislating  on  Bankruptcy  and 
[nsolvency,  and  therefore  fit  matter  to  be  dealt  with  by  the 
Dominion  Parliament,  it  by  no  means  follows  that,  under  no  cir- 
cumstances, can  the  Local  Legislature  legislate  with  reference 
thereto.  On  the  contrary,  there  may  be  many  cases  where  the 
abolishment  or  regulation  of  imprisonment  for  debt  is  in  noway 
mixed  op  with,  or  dependent  on  insolvency.  In  this  case  in  which 
application  has  been  made  for  discharge  under  the  Local  Act,  the 
party  doe    aot  appear  by  the  affidavits  to  be  in  any  way  amenable 
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to  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869,  nor  a  person  who  could  be  brought 
within  the  operation  of  that  Act;  nor,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned, 
or  as  applicable  to  his  case,  are  the  clauses  of  the  Local  Act,  under 
which  he  seeks  his  discharge,  in  any  way  in  conflict  with  that  Act. 
The  defendant  simply  appears  in  the  position  of  a  person  not  sub- 
ject to  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869,  and  whom  the  Legislature  has 
declared  shall  not  be  proceeded  against  for  recovery  of  a  debt  by 
imprisonment,  without  reference  to  any  question  of  solvency  or 
insolvency;  and,  therefore,  there  is  no  reason  why  he  should  not 
receive  the  benefit  of  an  Act  passed  by  the  Local  Legislature,  for 
regulating  the  procedure  in  civil  suits  in  relation  to  the  civil  rights 
of  parties  in  the  recovery  of  debts.  So  far,  therefore,  as  the  defen- 
dant is  concerned, — and  we  limit  our  decision  to  the  particular 
circumstances  of  this  individual  case — there  is  no  reason  why  the 
Act  should  not  have  full  force  and  effect." 

The  correctness  of  the  decision  cannot  be  questioned  ;  nor,  on 
the  other  hand,  can  it  be  questioned  that  Parliament  has  full 
power,  in  legislating  on  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  to  make 
perfectly  valid  regulations  as  to  imprisonment,  as  applicable  to 
cases  coming  within  the  subject  of  Insolvency.  The  distinction 
in  this  case  applies  admirably,  also,  to  the  conflicting  questions 
that  have  come  up  in  matters  relating  to  the  Fisheries,  as  we  shall 
see  when  we  come  to  examine  the  cases  where  these  questions  are 
involved.- 

In  marked  contrast  with  that  able  judgment  of  Ritchie,  C.  J., 
is  the  dissenting  judgment  of  Wetmore,  J.  in  McLeod  v.  Wright, 
1  P.  &  B.,  68,  delivered  after  the  ability  of  the  N.  B.  Supreme 
Court  had  left  it,  by  Ritchie,  C.  J.  having  gone  on  the  Bench 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

By  the  89th  section  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869,  it  was 
inter  alia,  declared,  that  all  transfers  of  property  by  any  person 
in  contemplation  of  insolvency,  by  way  of  security  to  a  creditor 
where  an  unjust  preference  was  obtained  over  other  creditors,  was 
null  and  void.  Wetmore,  J.  delivered  a  dissenting  judgment  in 
which  he  held  that  this  section,  as  it  affected  property  transferred 
by  the  Insolvent  to  a  creditor,  was  ultra  vires.  He  sets  forth  the 
opening  and  closing  clauses  of  sec.  91,  of  the  meaning  of  which, 
he,  obviously,  has  not  the  most  remote  conception,  italicising  the 
words  in  the  first  clause,  "not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  by 
this  Act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  legislatures  of  the  Provinces,"  as 
though  that  settled  the  whole  question  ;  and  actually  says, — "  The 
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Dominion  Parliament,  doubtless  1  i:i<  1  ample  powaVto  legislate  upon 

bankrupts  ami  in>v»l\ encv,  hut  it  hail  no  right  to  legislate  upon  pro- 
perty oHd  civil  righto  in  the  Province  t"  and  milch  more  equally  as 
nonsensical.     How,  in  the  world.  Parliament   could  legislate  on 

I'.ankruplcy  and    1  DSOil  ency    and   not   legislate  Oil   either    Property 

or  Civil  Rights  Was  a  ditliculty,  that,  evidently,  never  presented 
Itself  to  the  mind  of  Mr.  Justice  YVktmokk.  And  it  is  from  just 
sneh  absurd  judgments  that  so  niueh  confusion  has  been  produced 
in  connection  with  the  subject  we  are  considering,  as  has  now  in- 
volved it  ;  and,  which,  by  this  thoroughly  fair  and  candid  examin- 
ation of  the  eased  and  Of  the  ratio  decidindi  thereof",  we  trust  to  be 
able,  to  some  extent,  to  clear  away. 

In  I'.e  parte  Ellis,  Ihi<L,  593,  where  a  question  was  raised  as  to 
the  validity  of  a  N.  B.  Act,  providing  for  imprisonment  of  a 
debtor  in  certain  cases,  one  of  the  points  taken  was  that  it  was 
legislating  on  Insolvency.  Allen,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  majority  of  the  Court,  holding  that  the  Act  was  not 
\Utra  vires,  said, — "  Admitting  that  the  debtor  might  be  entitled  to 
be  discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Act,  which  he  probably  would 
be  if  he  was  subject  to  the  provisions  of  that  Act;  does  it  follow 
that  this  proves  the  Act  of  the  Provincial  Legislature  to  be  ultra 
rims/  Might  not  his  imprisonment,  under  the  latter  Act,  be  per- 
fectly legal  up  to  the  time  that  he  proved  himself  entitled  to  be 
discharged  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act?  .  .  In  the  case  of 
imprisonment  under  this  Act  if  a  person  subject  to  the  provisions 
ttf  the  Insolvent  Law,  his  imprisonment  would  be  legal  until  it  came 
in  conflirt  irith  the  Insolvent  Act,  by  his  obtaining  an  order  for  his 
discharge;  and  then  the  latter  Act  would  prevail,  because  the 
Dominion  Parliament  alone  can  deal  with  the  subject  of  Insolvency. 
Armstrong  r.  McCutchin,  (supra).  There  may  also  be  cases  of 
imprisonment  under  this  Act,  of  persons  not  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Insolvent  Act.  In  such  cases.no  conflict  would  arise; 
therefore  the  two  Acts  are  not  necessarily  inconsistent." 

That  is  stating  the  law  on  the  points  very  clearly  and  very 

correctly. 

AN    IMPORTANT   CASE 

on  this  question  is  the  case  of  Cashing  v.  Dupuy,  in  the  Privy 
Council,  6  A  pp.  Cas.  409.  This  case  which  shows  the  absurdity 
of  arguments  such  as  we  have  had  in  such  abundance,  like  that, 
for  instance,  ,,f  Mr.  Justice  Wkt.moke,  in  McLeod  v.  Wright, 
holds  that, — 
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"The  British  North  America  Act,  1867,  in  assigning  to  the 
Dominion  Parliament  the  subjects  of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency, 
intended  to  confer'  and  did  confer  on  it  legislative  power  to  interfere 
with  property ,  civil  rights,  and  procedure  within  the  Provinces,  so  far 
as  these  latter  might  be  affected  by  a  general  law  relating  to  those 
subjects.  Consequently  the  Dominion  enactment  amending  the 
Canadian  Insolvent  Act,  and  providing  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  matters  of  insolvency  should  be  final,  i.  e.,  not 
subject  to  the  appeal  as  of  right  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  allowed 
by  the  Civil  Procedure  Code,  is  within  the  competency  of  the  Can- 
adian Parliament,  and  does  not  infringe  the  exclusive  powers 
given  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  by  sect.  92  of  the  Imperial 
Statute." 

In  this  case  it  was  contended  by  Mr.  Davidson,  of  the  Canadian 
Bar,  that  the  Appeal  could  not  be  taken  away  by  a  Dominion 
enactment;  that,  if  it  could  be  interfered  with  at  all  by  Canadian 
authority  it  must  be  by  the  Provincial  Legislature,  which  had  the 
exclusive  right  of  dealing  with  the  matter  ;  being  one  of  civil  pro- 
cedure. 

Sir  Montague  E.  Smith,  in  refuting  this  contention,  as  well 
as  that,  that  as  the  Act  was  an  interference  with  Property  and  Civil 
Rights  in  the  Province,  subjects  "  exclusively  "  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Local  Legislatures,  it  was,  therefore,  ultra  vires,  ex- 
posed the  fallacy  of  this  contention,  which  has  so  foolishly,  and, 
notwithstanding  the  language  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  and  the  decisions 
under  it,  is  still,  to  this  day,  so  persistently  urged  ;  said, — 

"  It  was  contended  for  the  Appellant  that  the  provisions  of 
the  Insolvency  Act  interfered  with  property  and  civil  rights,  and 
was  therefore  ultra  vires.  This  objection  was  very  faintly  urged, 
but  it  was  strongly  contended  that  the  Parliament  of  Canada  could 
not  take  away  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  Queen  from  final  judg- 
ments of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which,  it  was  said,  was 
'part  of  the  procedure  in  civil  matters  exclusively  assigned  to  the 
Legislature  of  the  Province. 

11  The  answer  to  these  objections  is  obvious.  It  would  be 
impossible  to  advance  a  step  in  the  construction  of  a  scheme  for 
the  administration  of  insolvent  estates  without  interfering  with  and 
modifying  some  of  the  ordinary  rights  of  property,  and  other  civil 
rights,  nor  without  providing  some  mode  of  special  procedure  for  the 
vesting,  realization,  and  distribution  of  the  estate,  and  the  settlement 
of   the  liabilities  of  the   insolvent.      Procedure   must  necessarily 
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form  an  essentia)  part  of  any  law  dealing  with  insolvency.  It  is 
then  fore  to  be  presumed,  indeed  K  is  ■  necessary  implication,  that 
the  Imperial  Statute,  in  assigning  bo  the  Dominion  Parliament  the 
subject-,  of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  intended  to  confer  on  it 
legislative  power  to  interfere  with  property,  civil  rights,  and  I'm 
oedore  within  the   Provinces  bo  far  as  a  general  law  relatvngto 

subjects  might  affect  them.  Their  Lprdships  therefore  think 
that  the  Parliament  of  Canada   would  not  infringe  (he  exclusive 

rs  given  to  ttu  Provincial  Legislatures,  by  enacting  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Qua  n's  Bench  in  matters  of  insolvency 
should  be  final,  and  not  subject  to  the  appeal  as  of  right  to  Her 
Majesty  in  Council,  allowed  by  art.  1178  0/  the  Code  of  Civil 
/' 

Taking  thai  case  as  a  connecting  link,  we  will  now  examine 
some  oases  closely  akin  to  those,  relating  to 

ACTS    AFFECTING    PROCEDURE    IX    THE    PROVINCIAL   COURTS. 

This  is  a  matter,  which,  as  far  as  "  Procedure  in  Civil  Mat- 
ter- in  those  Courts,"  is  concerned,  is  aesismed,  " exclusively/' by 
the  1  Itli  article  of  the  92nd  section,  to  the  Local  Legislatures. 

The  case  of  Valin  y.  Langlois,  in  the  Privy  Council,  5  App. 
('a-..  1  15,  puts  a  limitation  on  the  so-called  "exclusive"  rights  of 
the  Legislatures  as  against  Parliament  and  carries  ihe  matter  a 
Step  further  than  the  cases  we  have  been  examining.  In  this  case 
it  was  held  thai  under  sec.  11  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  giving  Parlia- 
ment power  to  provide  for  an  Election  Court,  Parliament  had 
power  to  use  the  Provincial  Courts  as  Election  Courts,  notwith- 
standing the  so-called  exclusive  power  of  legislation  given,  as  above 
named,  to  the  Local  Legislatures. 

On  an  application  to  the  Privy  Council,  for  leave  to  appeal 
from  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  it  was  broadly 
claimed  that  Parliament  had  no  power  to  make  laws  in  relation 
to  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  or  to 
the  constitution  of  any  Provincial  Courts,  or  to  procedure  in 
those  '  hurts  ;  that,  consequently,   it   had  no   power  to  confer  any 

jurisdiction  upon  the  Superior  Court,  or  to  effect  its  procedure, 
or  to  impose  new  duties  on  its  judges;  and,  that,  therefore,  the 
Canadian  Controverted  Election  Act  of  1874,  was  ultra  wires  arid 
inoperative. 

I:,  refusing  this  Leave  to  appeal,  while  the  Privy  Council  laid 
down  the  doctrine,  broadly,  that  "  If  the  subject-matter  is  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Dominion  Parliament,it  is  not  within  the 
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jurisdiction  of  the  Provincial  Parliament;"  then,  using  language, 
which,  clearly,  would  be  both  applicable  and  correct,  where  the 
power  in  Parliament  to  legislate  is  sought  under  the  Act,  outside 
of  the  subjects- matter  named  in  the  91st  section — in  this  case  under 
the  41st  section — they  showed,  that,  even  as  regards  that,  "  that 
which  is  excluded  by  the  91st  section  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Dominion  Parliament,  is  not  anything  else  than  matters  coming 
within  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legisla- 
tures of  the  Provinces."  Then,  acting  on  this  doctrine,  as 
applicable  to  the  case  in  question,  they  say, — "  The  only  material 
class  of  subjects  relates  to  the  administration  of  justice  in  the 
Provinces,  which  read  with  the  41st  section,  cannot  be  reasonably 
taken  to  have  anything  to  do  with  election  petitions.  There  is 
therefore  nothing  here  to  raise  a  doubt  about  the  power  of  the 
Dominion  Parliament  to  impose  new  duties  upon  the  existing 
Provincial  Courts,  or  to  give  them  new  powers,  as  to  matters 
which  do  not  come  within  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  exclu- 
sively to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces ;"  and,  accordingly, 
they  held  the  Act  in  question  within  the  powers  of  Parliament  ; 
sustaining  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

In  the  case  in  the  Court  below  (3  S.  C.  R.  1),  it  was  claimed, 
as  it  is  in  effect  to  this  day,  in  political  articles  in  the  newspapers  ; 
in  speeches  in  Parliament ;  in  the  Legislatures,  and  elsewhere,  that 
"  The  Federal  principle  has  for  its  end  to  preserve  and  protect 
the  autonomy  of  the  Provinces,  and  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  has 
enumerated  the  rights  and  duties  of  every  one  of  them.  By  the 
92nd  section  of  the  Act,  in  each  Province  the  Legislature  has  an 
unlimited  authority  and  a  power  beyond  control  to  make  laws  in 
relation  to  the  constitution,  maintenance  and  organization  of 
Provincial  Courts,  both  of  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction,  and 
including  procedure  in  civil  matters  in  these  Courts.  If  so,  the 
Federal  Parliament  cannot  add  to,  take  from,  or  extend  the  juris- 
diction of  Provincial  tribunals."  That  is  not,  by  any  means  a 
bad  summary  of  the  positions  taken  in  the  pamphlet  to  which  we 
have  before  referred. 

The  Court,  unanimously  refused  to  assent  to  such  positions, 
and  held  that  the  Dominion  Parliament  has  the  right  to  interfere 
with  civil  rights,  when  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  legislating 
generally  and  effectually  in  relation  to  matters  confined  to  the 
Parliament  of  Canada. 

In   the  judgment  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  (Sir  Wm. 
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ur,  he,  again,  seta  forth   the  law  clearly  as  it   lias  been 

lished  in  the  first  well  decided  case,  ander  the  Act  ;  and  as  it 

ia  Mill,  we  claim,  ami  think  we  will  he  able  distinctly  to  show, 

notwithstanding  the  view  that  lias  hern  entertained  that  the  later 

have  at  all  ohanged  the  doctrine,  (so  as  to  greatly  increase  the 
powers  <>r  the  legislatures  .  as  established  in  all  the  earlier  well- 
decided  cases,  down  to  Valin  9.  Langlois,  inclusive.    The  following 

extra.!-  Mate  the  law,  sneeinct  ly  : — 

"  In  determining  the  question  of  u!tr>i  vires  too  little,  consider- 
ation, has,  1  think,  been  given  to  the  constitution  of  the  Dominion, 
by  which  the  legislative  power  of  the  Local  Assemblies  is  tombed 
and  confined  TO  THE  subjects  epeoifieaUy  assigned  to  them,  while 
all  other  legislative  powers,  including  what  is  speeiaMy  assigned  to 
the  Dominion  Parliament  is  conferred  on  that  Parliament;  dift'er- 
ing  in  this  respect  entirely  from  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  under  which  the  State  Legislatures  retained  all 
the  powers  of  legislation  which  were  not  expressly  taken  away." 

And,  with  reference  to  the  claims,  under  the  terms,  '♦pro- 
perty and  civil  rights,"  for  exclusive  legislation  in  the  Provincial 
Legislatures,  m  the  following  statement  of  principle,  which,  as  we 
shall  see,  is  wide  enough  to  cover,  on  that  point,  all  the  cases 
decided  down  to  Hodge  '•.  The  Queen,  inclusive,  so  far  as,  on  that 
point,  they  arc  correctly  decided: — "The  terms  'property  and 
civil  rights'  must  necessarily  be  read  in  a  restricted  and  limited 
sense,  because  many  matters  involving  property  and  civil  rights 
are  expressly  reserved  to  the  Dominion  Parliament,  of  which  the 
first  two  items  in  the  enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects  to 
which  the  exclusive  legislation  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  ex- 
tends, arc  illustrations,  viz. :— '  1.  The  Public  Debt  and  Property;' 
•  _'.  In.  regulation  of  Trade  and  Commerce;'  to  say  nothing  of 
beacons,  buoys,  light-houses,  Ac,  'navigation  and  shipping,'  'bills 
of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,'  and  many  others  directly  affect- 
ing  property  and  civil  rights;  that  neither  this,  nor  the  right  to 

ni«e  Provincial  Courts  by  the  Provincial  Legislatures  was 
intended  in  any  way  to  interfere  with,  or  give  to  such  Provincial 
! ..  vislatures,  any  right  to  restrict  or  limit  the  powers  in  other  parts 
,,f'  the  Btatute  conferred  on  the  Dominion  Parliament;  that  the 
right  to  direct  the  procedure  in  civil  matters  in  those  Courts  had 
reference  t>  tli--  ; u <>< •( -i  1 1 1 1 c  in  matters  over  which  the  Provincial 
1.  islature  had  power  to  give  those  Courts  jurisdiction,  and  did 
not,  in  any  way,  interfere  with,  or  restrict,  the  right  and  power  of 
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the  Dominion  Parliament  to  direct  the  mode  of  procedure  to  be 
adopted  in  cases  over  which  it  has  jurisdiction,  and  where  it  was 
exclusively  authorized  and  empowered  to  deal  with  the  subject- 
matter  ;  or,  take  from  the  existing  Courts  the  duty  of  administer- 
ing the  laws  of  the  land  ;  and  that  the  power  of  the  Local  Legis- 
latures vjas  to  be  subject  to  the  general  and  special  legislative  powers 
of  the  Dominion  Parliament." 

The  following  additional  paragraph  covers,  explicitly,  what 
are  supposed  to  be  modifications  of  the  rule,  (claimed  in  this 
treatise,  to  be  a  true,  uniform,  u  hard  and  fast  rule,)  as  contained 
in  some  of  the  latest  cases,  but  which  we  claim,  are  no  modifica- 
tions of  the  rule  whatever ;  but,  rather,  simply  make  clear  what 
the  rule  is,  thus,  —  "  But  while  the  legislative  rights  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  are  in  this  sense  subordinate  to  the  right  of  the 
Dominion  Parliament,  I  think  such  latter  right  must  be  exercised, 
so  faras  may  be,  consistently  with  the  rightof  the  Local  Legislatures ; 
and,  therefore,  the  Dominion  Parliament  would  only  have  the  right  to 
interfere  with  property  or  civil  rights,  in  so  far  as  such  interference 
may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  legislating  generally  and  effec- 
tually in  relation  to  matters  confided  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada." 
That,  we  allege,  will  cover  all  the  supposed  exceptional  cases, 
such  as  the  Fishery  case ;  the  Parsons  Insurance  case  ;  the  Mercer- 
Escheat  case,  and  the  Ontario  License  case.  This,  we  will  make 
clearly  appear,  when,  in  detail,  we  examine  these  cases. 

The  following  brief  extracts  from  the  judgment  of  Mr. 
Justice  Taschereau,  in  the  same  case,  are  apt.  The  learned 
Judge  says, — 

"  I  see  in  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  many  instances  where  Parliament 
can  alter  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Provincial  Civil  Courts.  For 
instance,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  Parliament  can  take  away  from  the 
Provincial  Courts  all  jurisdiction  over  bankruptcy  and  insolvency, 
and  give  that  jurisdiction  to  Bankruptcy  Courts,  established  by 
such  Parliament.  I  also  think  it  clear,  that  Parliament  can  sav, 
for  instance,  that  all  judicial  proceedings  on  promissory  notes  aud 
bills  of  exchange,  shall  be  taken  before  the  Exchequer  Court,  or 
before  any  other  Federal  Court.  This  would  be  certainly  inter- 
fering with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Provincial  Courts.  But,  1  hold 
that  it  has  the  power  to  do  so  quoad  all  matters  within  its  authority." 
And,  again, — 

"  The  authority  of  the  Federal  power,  it  seems  to  me,  over 
the  matters  left  under  its  control  is  exclusive,  full  and  absolute ; 
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whilst  as  regards  at  Least,  aomeofthe  matters  left  to  the  Provincial 
1  datures  by  sect  92,  the  authority  of  these  Legislatures  cannot 
mstrued  bo  be  as  full  and  exclusive,  when,  by  such  oonteruo- 
tiou  t  ho  Federal  power  over  matters  specially  Left  under  its  control 
would  be  lessened,  restrained  or  impaired.  For  example,  civil 
rights,  by  the  letter  of  Bub-seot  L3  of  sect.  !)l\  arc  put  under  the 
exclusive  power  of  the  Local  Legislatures,  yet  this  cannot  he  (,|)l1- 
strued  to  mean  all  civil  rights,  but  only  those  which  wn  not  put 
under  t:  ithority  by  the  other  parts  of.the  Ad." 

That,  intelligently  applied,  is  the  principle  to  this  clay, 
governing  all  the  rightly  decided  oases,  down  to  Hodge  v.  The 
Qneen,  inclusive,  notwithstanding  all  the  vapid  declamation  to  the 
contrary,  in  Parliament,  or  elsewhere! 

I  UK   OTHER    EXTREME. 

In  our  examination  of  the  absurd  dissenting  judgment  of 
WETMORE  J.,  in  McLeod  V.  Wright,  we  exposed  the  silly  reason- 
ing there,  the  rationale  of  which  is,  followed  to  its  legitimate 
issue,  that  Parliament  has,  virtually,  no  power  to  legislate  at  all. 
Wc  come  now  to  a  case,  which  errs  in  the  opposite  direction,  and, 
if  it  were  law,  would  leave  the  Legislatures  denuded  of  substantially, 
all  tin  ('/•  legislative  powers.  The  case  to  which  we  allude  is  the 
somewhat  celebrated  case  known  as 

"  THE   THRASHER  CASE," 

decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia.  The  judges 
in  this  ease, — Sir  Matthew  Begrie,  C.  J.,  and  Crease  and 
Gray,  JJ.,  in  most  elaborate  judgments,  held,  entirely  mistaking 
the  holding  in  Valin  y.  Langlois,  just  examined,  that  the  Supreme 
and  County  Courts  of  the  different  Provinces  are  not  the  u  Pro- 
vincial Courts''  within  the  meaning  of  sub-sec.  14,  of  sec.  92,  with 
reference  to  the  "  Procedure  in  Civil  Matters,''  in  which,  the  Legis- 
latures have  the  "  exclusive,"  right  to  legislate  ;  and  that,  therefore 
such  legislation  by  the  Legislature,  relating  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  British  Columbia,  was  ultra  vires. 

Their  reasoning  from  the  term  "exclusive/'  is  very  much,  in 
tip-  opposite  direction,  like  the  reasoning  of  those,  who  entirely 
ignoring  "II  tin-  rest  <>f  the  A<-t,  particularly  those  governing  clauses  in 
.w,/.  !)],  because  it  is  provided,  in  sect.  !)2,  that  "In  each  Pro- 
vince the  Legislature  may  exclusively  make  laws  in  relation  to 
matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  next  hereinafter 
enumerated,  tluit  is  to  say,''  (enumerating  them), — foolishly  jump 
to  the  conclusion,  ignoring  as  named,  because  it  is  stated  that  the 
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Provincial  Legislatures  may  "exclusively"  legislate  in  reference  to 
such  matters,  that  that  term  "  exclusively "  excludes  Parliament 
from  legislating  on  such  matters  at  all;  notwithstanding  the 
sweeping,  over-riding  nature  of  the  clauses  in  sect.  91,  which  we 
have  examined.  This  explanation  covers  an  immense  amount  of 
absurd  judicial  reasoning  in  mauy  cases,  and  a  great  many  very 
foolish  political  articles  in  the  Press,  and  speeches  in  Parliament, 
and  in  the  Local  Legislatures. 

Having  previously  written  to  some  extent,  articles  on  the  pro- 
per construction  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act;  when  the  judgments  in  the 
''Thrasher  Case"  were  delivered,  an  early  copy  was  sent  the 
writer  by  some  parties  interested  in  the  question,  and  who  were 
carried  away  with  the  judgments,  requesting  that  they  should  be 
reviewed;  assuming  that  they  were  unanswerable,  and  that  this 
was  without  question.  After  a  careful  reading  of  the  judgments, 
we  wrote  the  following  in  reply  to  such  request : — 

"  An  honest  review  of  the  judgments,  would,  in  the  main,  be  an 
attempt,  (I  think  an  easy  and  successful  one)  to  refute  the  many 
fallacies  the  judgments  contain.  .  .  .  When,  entirely  mis- 
taking the  holding  in  Valin  v.  Langlois,  it  is  argued  that  the 
Supreme  Court  and  County  Courts  of  the  Provinces  are  not  the 
'Provincial  Courts'  within  the  scope  and  etfect  of  the  14th  sub- 
sec,  of  the  92nd  sec.  of  the  Act ;  the  '  Procedure '  of  which  '  in 
civil  matters,'  the  Local  Legislatures  have  the  '  exclusive  '■  right  to 
regulate,  I  think  a  position  is  taken  that  is  entirely  untenable, 
and,  that,  on  that  point,  are  against  it,  the  whole  Act  itself; 
judicial  decisions  under  it,  and  the  uniform  legislation  of  all  the 
Provinces  with  reference  to  those  Courts.  .  .'■•■. 

"  Let  me,  now,  within  the  necessarily  limited  space  of  a  letter, 
meet  one  of  the  views,  put,  in  the  different  judgments,  with  a 
considerable  apparent  logical  force,  and,  with  reference  to  which  I 
marked  the  word  '  exclusive?  above,  in  italics  and  quotation  marks. 
The  argument  in  the  different  judgments,  is,  that,  clearly,  by 
Valin  v.  Langlois,  it  is  decided  that  the  Dominion  Parliament  has 
the  right  to  regulate  procedure  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  one  of  the 
Provinces.  But,  it  is  claimed,  where  the  Dominion  Parliament  has 
the  right  to  legislate  at  all,  it  has  the  'exclusive'  right  to  do  so; 
therefore,  it  is  insisted,  that,  having  the  right  to  legislate  with 
reference  to  the  Procedure  in  those  Courts,  it  has  the  '  exclusive' 
right  to  do  so ;  hence,  it  is  concluded,  that  the  Provincial  Legisla- 
tures cannot   legislate  with    reference  to   such    Procedure,   being 
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exrltuUd  by  the  'exclusive'  rights  of  the  Dominion  Parliament. 
That  il  putting  the  argument  fairly.  Let  us  test  it.  now,  for  in- 
stance, l>\  the  i;uh  sub-sec,  and  ita  where  wa  would  land.  By  this, 
tin-  'orfmin'  right  to  legislate  in  matters  relating  to  '  Property  and 

Civil  Rights  in  the  Province, '  is  in  the  Local  Legislatures.  Hut,  in 
eoiinection  with  'The  Regulation  of  Trade  and  (  'oinmeree,'  'Naviga- 
tion and  Shipping,'  'Sea  Goad  and  Inland  Fisheries,'  '  Hills  of 
Exchange  and  Promissory  Notes,'  '  Hankruptcy  and  Insolvency,' 
•  Naturalization  and  Aliens,'  '  Marriage  and  Divorce';  <Sic,  &c,  &C. ; 
the  (xclu-iv,''  right  to  legislate  with  reference  to  which  is  in  the 
Dominion  Parliament,  Parliament  has  a  right  to  legislate  with  refer- 
ence to  Property  or  Civil  Rights,  or  to  both  of  these  subjects.  Then,, 
having  the  right  to  legislate  with  reference  to  Property  and  Civil 
Kiuhts,  pursuing  the  same  argument  as  before,  it  has  the  '  exclu- 
sive' right  to  do  so;  hence  the  Local  Legislatures  have  no  right  to 
legislate  with  reference  to  Property  and  Civil  Rights ;  their  right 
toda  m.  being  excluded  by  the  'exclusive'  rights  of  Parliament; 
and,  therefore,  the  13th  sub-sec.  goes  with  the  14th,  and  all  the 
rest  of  the  sub-sees,  follow  suit,  and  the  Local  Legislatures  have 
no  power  at  all. 

"In  fact,  the  term  'exclusive,'  in  both  sections,  does  not 
absolutely  mean  'exclusive.'  In  each  section  it  simply  means, 
1  exclusive'  subject  to,  &c.  The  right  in  the  Dominion  Parliament 
is  to  legislate  exclusively  subject  to  certain  limitations  ;  and,  in  the 
legislatures,  subject  to  others. 

"  I  presume  that  your  reason  for  wishing  me  to  review  the 
judgments  was  because  you  honestly  felt  that  the  positions  were  so 
strong  that  they  could  not  be  successfully  attacked.  With  equal 
hone>tv.  I  am  forced  to  a  different  conclusion  ;  and  as  I  think, 
that,  in  fairly  reviewing  the  judgments,  I  could  show  the  correct- 
ness  i»f  this  conclusion,  unanswerably,  I  shall  not  comply  with 
vour  request  to  review  them,  unless,  after  your  receipt  of  this,  and 
with  a  full  knowledge  of  my  views  in  the  matter,  you  should  still 
wish  me  to  do  BO*  as  a  pure  matter  of  science;  in  which  case,  on 
hearing  from  you  again  to  that  effect,  I  will  do  so,  meeting  the 
arguments  simply  as  arguments,  utterly  irrespective  of  those  who 
iiM-,1  them,  and  dealing  with  the  judgments  as  mere  matter  for 
critical  examination,  exactly  as  I  did  with  the  absurd  judgment  of 
our  owu  Court  on  the  Constitutionality  of  the  Canada  Temperance 
Act,  and  a  copy  of  which  review  I  sent  you." 

The  letter  was  written  on  the  27th  March,  1882.     The  re- 
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quest  was  not  repeated.  The  Cask  was  submitted  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  by  the  Governor-General  in  Council,  under  sec. 
52  of  the  Supreme  Court  Act.  and  the  Court,  on  the  18th  June, 
1883,  by  their  answers,  held  the  judgments  unsound,  and  sustained 
the  construction  of  the  B.  N.  A.  in  accordance  with  the  contention 
in  the  letter  from  which  we  have  quoted. 

GANONG  V.  BAILEY,  1  P.  &  B.,    324, 

forms  a  connecting  link  between  the  class  of  cases  we  have  just 
been  considering,  and  that,  including  the  casus  celebre,  the  Mercer- 
Escheat  case,  which  has  given  birth  to  two  quite  elaborate 
pamphlets,  and  the  simple  point  decided  in  which  is  greatly  mis- 
understood. 

In  Ganong  v.  Bailey  it  was  decided,  by  a  majority  of  the 
Court,  that  a  Local  Act  to  establish  Parish  Courts,  the  commis- 
sioners to  preside  in  which  were  to  be  appointed  by  the  Lieut. 
Gov.  in  Council,  was  valid.  It  was  claimed  by  Weldon,  Q.  C. 
CM.  P.,)  that  the  Act  was  ultra  vires,  inasmuch  as  the  Court 
established  by  the  Act  was  a  Provincial  Court  within  the  meaning 
of  the  sub-section  (14),  we  have  been  considering;  and,  that, 
therefore,  the  appointment  was  in  the  Dominion  Government, 
under  sec  96  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act.  The  holding  of  the  majority 
of  the  Court  that  these  Parish  Courts  were  not  within  the  terms  of 
the  96th  section,  relating  to  "  Superior,  District  and  County  Courts" 
in  the  Provinces,  the  judges  of  which  the  Gov.  General  was  to 
appoint,  is  too  clearly  correct  for  doubt. 

In  the  dissenting  judgment  of  Allen,  C.  J.  and  Duff  J., 
delivered  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  there  is  a  great  amount 
of  stilted  nonsense,  as  regards  the  position  of  the  Provinces  under 
the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  such  as  is  found  in  the  Mercer  case,  and  in  some 
of  the  other  cases,  about  "  The  Queen,  as  the  fountain  of  justice  ;" 
"  the  undoubted  prerogatives  of  the  Crown,"  &c,  &c. 

The  fact  really  is,  that  the  whole  Executive  and  Legislative 
power  that  the  Provinces  now  possess  is  simply  such  as  by  the 
express  language  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  or  by  necessary  implication 
from  that  language,  is,  by  that  Act,  conferred  on  them.  The  whole 
of  the  rest  of  the  power  to  make  "  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and 
good  government  of  Canada,"  is  vested  in  Parliament  in  relation 
to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  BY  the  Act, 
assigned  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces.  The  word  "  exclu- 
sively" has  tended  to  mislead;  without,  to  the  slightest  extent, 
affecting  the  proper  construction  of  the  Act. 
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In  the  oase  of  Ganong  ••.  Bailey  there  was  hut  a  question  of 
the  construction  of  one  or  two  plain  and  simple  passages  in  the  Act, 

an. I  all  the  mystery  tliat   wa-  CSSl  about    the  case  goeSi  literally,  for 

nothing. 

"  tin:  CBOM  v"    \M>  THE  PROVINCES. 

In  the  last  case  considered,  "The   Crown"    was  made  an 
important  faotor  in   it.    This  "Crown"  business  is  being  fairly 

run  to  death.  In  a  speech,  tin'  other  'lav,  by  the  Attorney  General 
-.1'  N.  H.,  in  the  House  of    Assembly  of    that     Province,  the    power 

<>f  the  "Crown"  was  strongly  descanted  upon,  and  it  was  declared 
as  unquestionable  that  "The  Crown  has  the  right,  in  itself,"  to 
build  a  bridge  across  the  St.  John  River,   at  Frederioton — Act  or 

no  Act.  Thi8  IS  carrying  "  the  political  autonomy  of  the  Provinces 
ag&insl  the  dangers  which  threaten  it  from  Federal  encroach- 
ment-,' idea,  even  beyond  that  in  connection  with  which  it 
was  so  grandiloquently  used  in  Lieut.-Gov.  Wilmot's  speech! 
What  perfect  nonsense  such  utterly  unfounded  pretensions  cover ! 
This  Crown  question  came  up,  squarely,  in  Lenoir  v.  Ritchie, 
3  S.  < !.  K.  575,  where  the  question  was  as  to  the  regulation  of  pre- 
cedence of  Queen's  Counsel,  in  which  it  was  claimed  that  "  In 
all  matters  that  are  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Local 
Legislatures,  the  Lieutenant-Governor  represents  the  Queen,  and 
all  powers  enjoyed  by  him  prior  to  Confederation  in  relation  to 
the  organization  of  the  Courts  and  the  administration  of  justice 
were  confirmed  by  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,"  and,  semble,  that  the  power 
to  appoint  Queen's  Counsel,  or  to  regulate  precedence  among  them, 
was  vested  in  the  Lieutenant-Governors,  either  ex  officio  as  repre- 
Benting  the  Queen,  or  by  virtue  of  Acts  of  the  Local  Legislatures. 
In  reply  It  was  alleged  that  similar  claims  of  the  Lieutenaut- 
( iovernors  to  exercise  powers  as  representatives  of  the  Crown  had 
been  made  ;  in  one  case  by  the  Lieut.-Gov.  of  N.  B.,  who  claimed 
to  exercise  the  pardoning  power  ;  and,  in  another,  where  the  ques- 
tion arose  as  to  the  amnesty  claimed  to  have  been  promised  by  the 
Lieut.-Gov.  of  Manitoba  in  the  Lepine  case.  In  both  cases  the 
pretension  was  refuted  and  ignored. 

In  the  principal  case  itself,  the  Court  held  that  it  was  simply 
a  question  of  authority  under  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  and  that  that  Act 
had  not  given  any  such  power  as  was  claimed  ;  and  that  the  N.  S. 
Act  relating  to  the  matter,  was  ultra  vires,  and  void, 

&EREAU  J.,  in   his  very  able  judgment,  pertinently  re- 
marks,— 
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"  Indeed,  there  is  not  a  single  clause,  a  single  word  of  the  B.  N. 
A.  Act  upon  which  it  can  be  seriously  contended  that  the  Lieut.- 
Governors  are  vested  with  Her  Majesty's  prerogative  rights  of 
conferring  such  honors  and  dignities." 

And,  after  examining  the  different  sections  of  the  Act  relating 
to  the  powers  of  Lieut.-Governors,  adds  further, — 

"In  fact,  no  where  in  the  Act,  cau  a  single  expression  be 
found  to  sustain  the  contention  that  the  Lieut.-Gov.  has  such  a 
power.  Well,  if  he  has  not  this  power  in  virtue  of  the  B.  N.  A. 
Act,  how  can  the  Provincial  Legislatures  give  it  to  him  ?  In  what 
clause  of  the  Act  can  it  be  found  that  these  Legislatures  have  such 
a  right  ?  What  part  of  section  92,  where  the  subjects  left  under 
their  control  and  authority  are  enumerated,  gives  them  the  power 
to  legislate  upon  Her  Majesty's  prerogatives  ?  " 

The  answer  to  these  questions  was  rather  a  difficult  one,  but  it 
were  easier  to  find  that,  than  to  find  'that  the  Province  so  far  re- 
presents "  The  Crown,"  and,  as  such,  by  exercise  of  the  prerogative, 
simply,  without  any  claim,  whatever,  to  any  other  power,  can  build 
a  bridge  across  a  public  navigable  river  ;  let  the  jurisdiction  over 
such  be  never  so  much  in  Parliament!  The  unreasoning  advocates 
of  the  "  Provincial  autonomy  "  idea,  are  fairly  running  mad  ! 
Mr.  Justice  Gwynne,  iu  the  same  case,  says, — 
"  As  to  the  appointment  of  Queen's  Counsel,  nothing  is  said, 
nor  is  there  any  subject  placed  under  the  exclusive  control  of  the 
Provincial  Executive  or  Legislative  authorities,  which,  by  the 
most  forced  construction,  can,  in  my  opinion,  be  said  necessarily 
to  involve  the  right  to  appoint  Queen's  Counsel.  The  result 
must  therefore  be,  that  the  right  still  continues  to  form,  as  it  ever 
has  formed,  part  of  the  Royal  Prerogative  vested  in  Her  Majesty 
(who  still  retains  her  Supreme  Executive  authority  over  the 
Dominion  of  Canada  equally  as  over  the  British  Isles),  to  be  exer- 
cised by  her  at  her  pleasure,  either  under  her  sign  manual,  or 
through  the  high  officer,  the  Governor-General  of  the  Dominion, 
who  alone  within  these  Confederate  Provinces  fills  the  position  of 
Her  Majesty's  representative." 
And,  again, — 

"  Now,  if  it  has  been  and  is  lawful  for  the  Lieut. -Governor  to 
make  Queen's  Counsel,  it  can  only  be  so  by  the  provisions  of  the 
B.  N.  A.  Act.  If  that  Act  does  confer  the  power  upon  the  Pro- 
vincial Executive,  no  doubt  the  Lieut.-Governor  has  it,  and  a 
Provincial  Act  can  add  no  force  to  the  Imperial  Act ;  but  if  the 
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imperial  .1.7  ehee  not  oonfet  the  power,  then  the  Limtnni  nt- 
rnor  hoe  it  hot,  nor  can  any  Art  of  the  1'rori  nofctl  Ltgfolcfr 
tun-  effectually  declare  thai  h,    has,  or  by  enactment  pointing 
to  the  future,  confer  it  upon  him." 

That  i>  eiearlj   tin-  law.     The  questions  as  to   whether  the 

Local    1  -t^islatiircs   haw  certain    powers;  or  whether  the  Acts  of 

Parliament  are  an  infringement  or  not  on  rights  vested  in  the  Pro- 
vinces, under  the  Aet  ;  or  whether,  under  the  powers  in  the  Act, 
Parliament  can.  and  to  what  extent,  over-ride  the  legislation  of  the 
Legislature^  are  simply  questions  of  construction  of  the  Act 
itself;  and  all  else  that  has  been  dragged  into  the  discussion,  is 
entirely  extraneous,  and  has  led  to  unnecessary  confusion  and  com- 
plication in  connection  With  many  of  the  questions,  that  have  arisen 
under  the  Act. 

One  of  these  oases  into  which  so  much  superfluous  matter  has 
been  brought,  is  the  somewhat  celebrated,  but  extremely  simple 

MKKCER-ESCIIEAT    CASK. 

This  was  a  case, —  Mercer  v.  The  Attorney  General  for 
Ontario,  5  S.  C.  R.  538, —  where  the  simple  question  that  was  in- 
volved in  it,  was,  as  to  whether  under  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  where  lands 
.-cheated  for  want  of  heirs,  the  lands  so  escheated  went  to  the  Pro- 
vince or  to  the  Dominion.  The  discussion  of  this  really  simple 
question  took  a  wide  range  ;  the  report  of  the  case  occupying  in 
the  official  reports  not  less  than  one  hundred  and  seventy-five 
pages  ;  and  the  result  of  which  Was  that  a  majority  of  the  Court 
wrongly  held,  misconstruing  the  Act,  that  the  lands  vested  in  the 
Dominion.     Sir   Wm.  Ritchie,  O.  J.,   and  Strong  J.,  dissented. 

The  whole  matter  depended  on  the  proper  construction  of 
sections  102  and  109  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  ;  the  first  of  which  pro- 
vided that  "  All  duties  and  revenues  over  which  the  respective 
Legislatures,"  &c,  "  before  and  at  the  Union  had  and  have  power 
of  appropriation  except  such  portions  thereof  as  are  by  this  Act 
ri  to  ;■'■' '/  to  the  PespBCtwe  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces,  or  are 
h '  1966}  by  them  in  accordance  with  the  special  powers  conferred. 
on  them  by  this  Act,"  shall,  in  effect,  belong  to  the  Dominion. 

And  section  109,  as  follows, — 

"  All  lands,  mines,  minerals  and  royalties  belonging  to  the 
several  Provinces,"  Ac,  "  at  the  Union,  and  all  sums  then  due  or 
payable  for  jtach  hinds,"  Ac.,  "  shall  belong  to  the  several  Pro- 
\  faces  in  which  the  same  are  situate,  or  arise,"  &c. 

The  simple  reason  of  the  case  is  this:    The  ungranted    lands, 
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called  "  Crown"  lands,  at  and  prior  to  the  Union,  were  all  vested 
in  the  several  Provinces  in  which  they  were  situated,  with  all  the 
incidents  attached,  including  escheat.  So  thoroughly  was  this  the 
case  that  the  Legislatures  passed  Acts  relating  to  escheat,  the  same 
as  they  did  to  any  other  incident  of  the  land.  The  Provinces 
controlled  their  lands  ;  licensed  them  ;  vented  them  ;  sold  them.  In 
the  very  ownership  of  the  "  Crown"  lands,  was  implied  that  all 
the  incidents  of  such  ownership  in  the  lands  were  in  the  •'  Crown 
land"  owners  ;  such  as  the  right  to  rents ;  to  license  fees  ;  to  the 
proceeds  of  sales ;  to  the  reversion,  and,  clearly,  prior  to  Confedera- 
tion, to  escheat. 

The  Privy  Council  held  that,  under  the  term  "royalties,"  escheat 
went  to  the  Provinces.  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie,  in  his  dissenting 
judgment,  held,  that  the  escheat  went  to  the  Provinces,  under  the 
term  "  lands,"  in  the  above  section,  as  one  of  the  incidents  in  the 
land. 

We  take  it,  notwithstanding  the  judgment  of  the  Privy 
Council,  and  with,  of  course,  every  deference  to  that  Board  ;  which 
deference,  however,  we  must  admit,  oozes  out  very  considerably 
before  we  get  through  this  independent  investigation ;  the  holding 
of  the  learned  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
on  the  question,  is  the  better  one.  When  it  was  declared  that  the 
lands  belonging  to  the  several  Provinces,  were  to  remain  theirs,  it 
was  an  express  declaration,  or,  at  least,  a  very  clear  implication, 
that  they  were  to  own  them,  exactly  as  they  did  before,  with  all 
their  incidents.  To  give  them  the  lands,  and  then  to  claim  under 
the  102d  section  of  the  Act,  that  the  "  Revenues"  from  those 
lauds  went  to  the  Dominion,  would  be  a  construction  of  the  Act, 
utterly  ridiculous.  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie  well  pointed  out  that  an 
exception  to  the§"  duties  and  revenues  vesting  in  the  Dominion 
under  the  102d  section,  were  those  that  "are  by  this  Act  reserved 
to  the  respective  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces,  or  are  raised  by 
them,"  under  the  Act ;  and,  clearly,  vesting  the  lands  in  the  Pro- 
vinces would  "  raise"  with  them  all  the  revenues  derivable  from 
their  continued  ownership  in  those  "  Crown"  lands. 

The  Privy  Council  found,  as  named,  under  the  use  of  the 
word  "  Royalties,"  a  reason  for  holding  that  escheat  as  a  "  Royalty" 
inured  to  the  Provinces ;  but,  as  that  term  was  more  immediately 
connected  with  mines  and  minerals,  and,  in  Nova  Scotia,  was  used 
to  cover  the  "  Royalties  "  derived  from  them ;  as  the  Act  was,  very 
largely,  framed  by  Provincialists,  and  from;  a  Provincial  point  of 
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view,  the  holding  would  no1  impress  as  as  favorably  as  though  the 
Act  bad  been  tin'  exclusive  production  of  the  English  law  offioers. 
But,  under  either  holding,  it  will  be  observed  that  it  is  simply  a 
question  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  sections  102  and  109,  of 
the  Act  .  and,  in  the  case  in  the  Privy  Council,  8  App.  oas.,  767, 
the  Counsel  for  Ontario,  Davey,  Q.  C,  and  Mowat,Q.C.}  rested 
their  case  entirely  <>n  that  ground  ;  thus  (p.  769),  —"The  question 
at  issue  turns  on  Beets.  102  and  L09ofthe  Act  of  1867.  Escheated 
lands  are  within  sect.  109."  ll<>\v  absurd,  tlnn,  for  one  who  when 
arguing  that  case  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  which  he 
diil  very  indifferently,  and  who,  then,  arguing  with  reference  to 
sections  91  and  92,  (which  had  in  fact  nothing  substantially  to  do 
with  the  points  involved,  claimed  that  "  in  the  distribution  of 
powns  made  by  these  two  sections,  whatever  be  their  wording,  the 
geneial  rule  is  the  Provincial  jurisdiction,  and  the  exception  the 
Federal  ;  "  to  claim  that  the  decision  of  the  Privy  Council,  in  the 
Mercer  case,  sustains  any  such  utterly  unfounded  doctrine!  This 
i-  exactly  what  "  Judge"  Loranger  does. 

RIDICULOUS   CONSTRUCTION  ! 

The  attempts  of  some  of  the  Counsel  in  the  Mercer  case  to 
construe  the  clauses  in  sections  91  and  92,  to  carry  out  this  so 
called  "  general  rule"  of  dominant  Provincial  jurisdiction  in  cases 
of  conflict,  under  the  two  sections,  between  the  different  legislative 
bodies,  are,  decidedly,  more  original  than  successful.  The  follow- 
ing is  one  of  them,  by  Mr.  Loranger,  <t>.  C,  whose  ideas  and  lan- 
guage seem  to  be  appropriated  wholesale  by  u  The  Honorable  Mr. 
.Justice"  Loranger,  the  author  of  the  pamphlet,  to  which  reference 
has  been  made.    Says  Mr.  Loranger,  (5  S.  C.  R.  616), — 

Sections  91  and  92  might,  perhaps,  as  well  have  been 
couch' d  in  the  following  term*:  i  The  competence  with  respect  to 
matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature,  including  the  powers  specially 
enumerated  in  section  92,  which  shall  always  be  considered  as 
local  powers,  shall  belong  to  the  Legislatures,  and  the  remain- 
deb  of  the  legislative  powers  necessary  for  the  peace,  order  and 
good  government  of  Canada,  including  the  special  powers  enu- 
merate! in  section  91,  shall  be  considered  as  general  powers  and 
shall  belong  to  Parliament.' " 

Well,  it  is  quite  clear  that  if  the  sections  had  been  couched  in 
Buch  language,  and  Parliament  had  only  the  power  to  legislate  with 
such  "remainder"  of  powers,  it  could  scarcely  be  claimed  that 
Parliament  was  the  dominant  power;    and  Lord  Carnarvon's 
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speech,  from  which  we  have  quoted,  would  have  had  to  have  been 
most  materially  altered.  But,  how  in  the  world,  Parliament  could 
exercise  "  the  special  powers  enumerated  in  section  91,"  and  legis- 
late, for  instance,  on  Trade  and  Commerce;  on  Bankruptcy  and 
Insolvency,  &c,  &c,  &c.,  if  it  were  excluded  from  touching  or  in- 
terfering with,  for  instance,  Property  or  Civil  Rights  in  either  of 
the  Provinces,  would  puzzle,  certainly,  one  much  more  able  than 
Mr.  or  "  Judge  "  Loranger  to  decide.  There  would  then,  certainly, 
be  difficulties  in  construction  in  the  way  that  a  dozen  Supreme 
Courts  and  Judicial  Committees  might  try  in  vain,  to  struggle  with! 

But  the  "  learned"  Counsel,  not  satisfied  with  that  attempt  at 
Constitution  making,  tries  again.     He  says,  (Ibid.), — 

"  I  cannot  overlook  the  difficulties  in  interpretation  occasion- 
ed by  a  phraseology  so  intricate  and  so  confused,"  (he  is  struggling 
now,  with  the  language  in  the  clauses  in  section  91,  which  will 
not  yield  to  the  distorted  construction  of  them  that  has  been  so 
often  attempted),  "  and  in  order  to  understand  it  better,  we  might 
again  further  alter  the  wording  of  these  articles,"  (that  is  refresh- 
ingly cool !)  "  which  might  be  summed  up  as  follows : — '  With 
the  exception  of  the  matters  enumerated  in  section  92  and  of  all 
which  are  of  a  local  or  private  nature,  which  shall  be  within  the 
competence  of  the  Provinces,  Parliament  shall  have  power  to  make 
laws  necessary  for  the  good  government  of  Canada,  upon  all 
matters,  including  those  enumerated  in  section  91.'  " 

If  such  a  ridiculous  clause  as  that  had  been  in  the  B.  N.  A. 
Act,  while  it  would  be  clear  that  Parliament  could  not  touch  the 
subjects  in  section  92,  how  it  could  make  laws  on  the  subjects  in 
section  91,  would  be  as  difficult  to  answer  as  under  Mr.  Loranger  s 
previous  misconstruction  of  the  Act ;  or,  under  the  equally  foolish 
construction  of  the  Act  put  upon  it  by  Mr.  Justice  Wetmore,  in 
the  case  of  McLeod  v.  Wright,  previously  examined. 

Mr.  Blake's  attempts  at  dealing  with  these  sections, — in  order 
to  get  over  the  only  possible  construction  to  which  they  are  open, 
as  already  shown  ;  and,  which,  as  shown  by  the  quotation  from 
Lord  Carnarvon's  speech,  was,  on  the  part  of  the  framers  of 
the  Act,  their  studiously  designed  intention, — are  as  bad  as  those 
very  weak  attempts  of  Mr.  Loranger,  and  of  Mr.  Justice  Wetmore. 

The  very  profound  Mr.  Blake  has  been  caught  napping  ! 
He  says,  {Ibid.,  580),— 

"True,  it  is  provided  that  the  particulars  of  section  91  shall 
over-ride  the  particulars  of  section  92,  but,  it  is  nowhere  provided 
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that  if  the  two  oonfliot,  the  latter  shall  be  superseded.  This  sec 
tion  has  been  wrongly  interpreted,  for  it  is  not  said  matters 
enumerated  in  Beotion  9]  shall  exclude  matters  enumerated  in  92." 
It'  the  particulars  of  Beotion  !»l  "  over-ride  "  the  particulars  of 
section  92,  how  they  can  over-ride  them,  without  superseding  or 
excluding  them,  in  the  sense  in  whioh  Mr.  Blake  uses  these  words, 
would  be  as  puzzling  as  the  questions  that  the  foolish  construction 
of,  for  instance,  Mr.  L<>r<m</<i\  would  involve.  If  the  powers  in 
section  91,  do,  as  they  undoubtedly  do,  ami  as  Mi-.  Blake  confesses 

they  '1".  "over-ride"  those  in  section  92;  the  powers  in  section  i)l 
arc  the  dominant  powers,  and.  being  the  dominant  powers,  over- 
riding,  necessarily  "exclude/'  <>r  "supersede,"  the  powers  in  sec- 
tion '.'l!,  so  far  as  i>  neoessary  bo  give  effect  to  the  confessedly  over- 
riding powers  in  section  91.  In  fact,  Mr.  Blake  himself,  though 
using  the  term  "  over-ride,"  as  in  some  fanciful  way,  not  synony- 
mous  with  •'exclude,"  or  "supersede,"  immediately  thereafter, 
with  the  most  refreshing  "innocence,"  substitutes  the  very  word 
■•  over-ride,"  "  over-ridden"  ,  to  express  exclusion  or  superseding. 
He; say s,  [Ibid.  581),— 

"  In  section  95  there  is  a  concurrent  power  over  emigration. 
This  i-  th"  only  subject-matter  over  which  there  is  a  conetirrent 
power,  and  therefore  it  is  the  only  case  in  which  a  law  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Local  Legislature  ean  be  over-ridden  by  the 
Parliament  of  (  anada." 

And,  in  that  section,  95th  ,  the  express  language  is — "Any 
law  of  the  legislature  of  a  Province  relative  to  Agriculture  or  to 
[immigration  -hall  have  effect  in  and  for  the  Province  as  long  and 
as  far  only  as  it  is  /"</  repugnant  t<>  omy  Act  of  tfte  Parliament 
• '  inada" 
A-  the  "over-riding"  effect  of  the  power  in  this  section  is  to 
sv/persed  or  exclude  the  legislation  of  the  Legislatures  as  far  as 
such  legislation  on  the  subjects  named  is  repugnant  to  the  legisla- 
tion of  Parliament,  Mr.  Blake  elearly  uses  ouer-ride  as  a 
synonym  for  supersede  or  exclude.  So,  aeeording  to  his  logic,  the 
powers  of  Parliaments,  under  the  !)|st  sect,  over-ride,  and  yet  do 
not  over-ride  ;  supersede,  and  yet  do  not  supersede  ;  exclude,  and 
vi  do  not  exclude,  the  conflicting  powers  of  the  Legislatures, 
under  the  92nd  section.  To  just  such  pitiful  straits  are  they  all 
brought,  who  attempt  to  get  clear  of  the  oue  proper  construction 
of  these  sections,  as  named  in  the  A.ct,  and  as  established,  as  we 
have  shown,  by  a  long  li-l  of  well  decided  cases. 
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It  is,  on  the  other  hand,  submitted  that  the  learned  Judge, 
(Mr.  Justice  Gwynne),  whose  generally  clear  expositions  of  the 
law,  have  done  so  much  towards  showing  the  absurdity  of  those 
ignorant  and  fanciful  constructions  of  the  Act,  such  as  those  of 
Judge  Wetmore,  Mr.  Loranger,  &c,  to  which  we  have  referred  ; 
in  the  Mercer  Case,  lays  down  a  proposition,  the  effect  of  which  is 
to  too  greatly  narrow  the  powers  of  legislation  in  the  Provincial 
Legislatures.     The  learned  Judge  says,  (Ibid.,  701), — 

"  Now,  that  the  British  North  America  Act  places  under  the 
absolute  sovereign  control  of  the  Dominion  Parliament,  all  matters 
of  every  description  not  by  the  Act  in  precise  terms  exclusively 
assigned  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces,  which  by  the  5th 
section  of  the  Act  are  carved  out  of  and  subordinated  to  the 
Dominion,  cannot,  in  my  judgment,  admit  of  a  doubt." 

"  Definitions  are,"  proverbially,  "  dangerous  things  ;"  and  the 
above  partakes,  very  greatl}',  of  the  definition  character.  It  strikes 
us  that  the  errors  into  which,  we  submit,  that  very  able,  pains- 
taking Judge,  has  fallen,  in  the  Mercer  case  ;  the  Parsons  Insur- 
ance case,  and  in  the  Fishery  case,  arise  from  his  having  held,  in 
those  cases,  too  closely  to  the  proposition  as  above  laid  down.  We 
submit  that  the  insertion  of  the  words.  "  or  by  necessary  implication," 
after  the  words  "  in  precise  terms,"  will  make  the  proposition 
correct,  and  make  it  accord  with  all  the  properly  decided  cases 
from  Dow  v.  Black  to  Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  inclusive. 

THE    FISHERY    CASES 

come  next,  naturally,  in  order  for  consideration.  These  are  others 
of  that  class  of  cases,  which  it  has  been  claimed,  with  the  cases 
last  considered,  and  those  remaining  to  be  considered,  have  caused 
a  change  in  the  construction  of  the  opening  and  closing  clauses  of 
the  91st  section. 

As  is  to  be  expected  with  reference  to  a  Court,  in  connection 
with  which  Truth  and  Candor  compel  the  admission,  without  doing 
them  a  particle  of  injustice,  that,  since  Ritchie,  C.  J.,  left  it,  it  has 
not  contained,  nor  does  it  now  contain,  among  its  judges,  a  single 
lawyer  possessing  anything  like  thorough  scientific  legal  know- 
ledge ;  its  decisions,  now  still  further  to  be  examined,  in  this  con- 
nection, show  anything  else  than  sound  legal  knowledge;  but, in  some 
respects,  Truth  compels  the  statement,  are  supremely  ridiculous. 
Still,  they  answer  admirably,  by  their  very  mistakes,  as  aids  to  us 
in  reaching  a  correct  conclusion  on  the  points  we  are  considering. 

By  the  91st  section,  article  12,  of  the  Act,  it  is  provided  that 
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the  legislative  authority  over  llir  BUDJecl  of"  Sea  Coast  ami   Inland 

Fisheries,"  shall  be  in  Parliament.  By  .">l  Vio.  c.  60,  seo.  2,  power 
riven  to  the  Minister  of  Marine  and  Fisheries,  to  granl  fishery 
a  and  luvhscs,  -  wtu  re  the  exclusive  right  of  fishing  does  not 
.  cist  by  law."  'Plus  shows,  olearly,  both  the  knowledge, 
and  an  admission,  that  there  were  cases  where  the  right  of  fishing 
did  already  exist  by  law.  A  lease  or  license  for  fishing  having 
been  granted  for  fishing  in  non-tidal,  and  virtually,  non-navigable, 
waters,  the  question  came  up  in  Robertson  v.  Steadman,  3  l'ugs. 
621,  whether  the  lease  was  -nod.  Weldon,  Q. C.  (M.  P.)  differing 
radically  from  his  political  leader,  Mr.  Blake,  as  to  the  construc- 
tion «>f  sections  '.»!  and  92  of  the  Act,  alleged  that  "  It  is  true  civil 
rights  and  rights  of  property  are  reserved  to  the  Local  Legislatures, 
lint  wherevertJu  Act*  of  flu'  hr<>  l',ir/i,  intents  are  in  conflict,  that  of 
fh>  Local  in  ust  I><  read  subject  t<>  that  of  the  Federal  Legislature;" 
so  fat.  he  should  have  added,  a-  the  legislation  of  Parliament  is 
within  the  legitimate  scope  and  effect  of  the  subjects  named  in 
the  i'l-t  section;  or  else,  as  decided  by  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  7 
A|>]>.  Cas.  ^'--K  assuming  that  to  be  law,  a  point  which  we  dis- 
CUS8,  very  fully,  at  a  later  stage  of  this  discussion — is  not  an  Act 
so  within  the  scope  and  effect  of  the  subjects  enumerated  in  section 
!»2,  as  that  it  might  be  passed  by  the  Local  Legislatures.  His  not 
having  SO  added,  making  just  the  mistake  which  Mr.  Justice 
(iwvxxK,  we  claim,  has  also  made,  as  we  have  pointed  out,  Mr. 
II'.  Idon's  next  position  that  "  The  Fisheries-  being  given  to  Canada, 
this  necessarily  carries  with  it  as  an  incident  whatever  powers  the 
Federal  Parliament  may  deem  it  necessary  to  exercise  for  the  pro- 
per management  and  control  of  the  fisheries,  'whether  by  granting 
-  "/•  otherwise"  was  too  large  a  claim,  and  unwarranted  by  a 
fair  construction  of  the  language  of  the  Act. 

This  case  presents  a  combination  of  fallacies,  not  easily  to  be 
equalled  -except,  perhaps,  in  some  of  the  other  judgments  of  the 
same  Court.     We  have  in  this  case,  in  fact,  a  very 

COMEDY    >>y    ERRORS. 

<  in  the  one  hand,  as  one  absurd  extreme,  and  as  one  instance 
of  fallacious  reasoning  in  one  direction,  we  have  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Allan  "reasoning,"  in  his  struggle  with  that  word 
"exclusive,"  and  without  a  correct  appreciation  of  the  apparently 
conflicting  language  in  the  two  sections,  as  follows, — 

"  If  the  Dominion  Parliament  has  the  exclusive  power  of 
legi-lation  over  the  fisheries,    how  can  the   Provincial  Legislature 
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have  any  power  over  the  same  subject-matter  ?  Again,  the 
Dominion  Parliament  is  to  have  this  exclusive  power,  notwith- 
standing anything  in  the  Act"  (all  the  italics  are  his  own.) 
"  How  is  it  possible  to  give  effect  to  these  words  if  we  deny  the 
power  of  Parliament  to  legislate  regarding  the  fisheries  ?  Can  the 
plain,  clear,  positive  and  unambiguous  language  of  the  91st 
section,  declaring  that  the  Parliament  shall  have  the  exclusive 
power  of  legislation  over  the  fisheries,  be  taken  away  or  controlled 
by  the  general  words  of  the  92nd  section,  declaring  that  the  Pro- 
vincial Legislatures  shall  have  the  exclusive  power  of  legislating 
respecting  property  and  civil  rights  ?  " 

With  the  same  mixture  of  truth  and  error,  and  the  same 
failure  properly  to  appreciate  the  effect  of  whole  Act  on  the 
different  sections,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Allen  continues, — 

"  I  understand  the  Imperial  Parliament  to  say,  in  effect,  in 
the  92nd  section,  that  all  matters  affecting  property  and  civil 
rights  in  the  Province,  shall  be  under  the  control  of  the  Provincial 
Legislatures,  unless  they  relate  to  some  of  the  matters  over  which  the 
exclusive  legislative  authority  has  been  given  to  the  Dominion  Parlia- 
ment by  the  9lst  section;"  (these  italics  are  ours)  ;  "  that  notwith- 
standing the  use  of  the  words  '  Property  and  Civil  Rights,'  or  any 
terms  in  the  Act  of  a  similar  character,  which,  uncontrolled,  would 
vest  the  right  of  legislation  in  the  Local  Legislature,  the  exclusive 
power  of  legislation  in  certain  matters  is  vested  in  the  Dominion 
Parliament,  though  such  matters  may  affect  property  and  civil 
rights  in  the  Province.  Where  such  exclusive  power  of  legislation 
is  given  to  the  Dominion  Parliament,  the  general  power  given 
to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  must  yield  to  the  particular  power 
given  to  the  Dominion  Parliament.  In  no  other  way,  that  I  can 
see,  can  full  effect  be  given  to  the  positive  and  unambiguous  words 
of  the  91st  section,  and  the  two  sections  be  made  consistent." 

This  is  reasoning  very  much  as  the  British  Columbia  Judges 
reasoned  in  the  "Thrasher  Case."  If  the  Legislatures  were  ex- 
cluded from  legislating  on  matters  which  "relate  to  the  matters  over 
which  the  legislative  authority  has  been  given  to  the  Dominion 
Parliament  by  the  91st  section,"  on  some  of  the  subjects  in  the 
92nd  section,  they  could  not  legislate  at  all.  For  instance,  legis- 
lation on  the  "  Solemnization  of  Marriage"  is  legislation  on  matters 
relating  to  Marriage.  Legislating  on  Trade  Licenses  is  legislating 
on  matters  relating  to  Trade.  And  legislating  on  Property  and 
Civil    Rights   in    the   Provinces    may    involve    legislation   that 
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••  relates"  to  nearly  every  subject  111  the  !»lst  section,  and  yet  be 
perfivtlv  gOOd  legislation  within  the  powers  of  the  Local  Legisla- 
ture* I'lie  t'allacv.  which  is  by  no  means  an  unimportant  one  ; 
for  it  is  u  fallacy,  on  one  >idc  of  the  question,  which  wouhl  sweep 
away,    \  irt uallv.   all    the    powers  of    Legislation    on  the   part  of  the 

Lc^Maturcs ;  as  wouhl  have  been  the  case  if  the  British  Columbia 
"Thrasher  Case"  had  been  law  ;  is  still  better  shown  by  the  next 
paragraph.      Mr.  ClllKF  JUSTICE  Al.l.KN  continues, — 

•  There  are  numerous  other  subjects  besides  the  fisheries  over 
which  the  exclusive  control  is  given  to  the  Dominion  Parliament, 
and  by  which  either  the  property  or  the  civil  rights,  or  both,  of  the 
people  of  this  Province  are  affected  ;  such  as  trade  and  commerce  ; 
navigation  and  shipping;  bankruptcy  and  insolvency;  marriage  and 
divorce  ;  and  yet  it  has  never  been  contended  that  the  Local 
Legislatures  would  have  any  power  to  legislate  upon  any  of  these 
subjectB.  Indeed,  this  Court  has  already  decided  in  the  case  of 
Reg.  v.  Chandler,  (1  Han.  548),  that  the  Legislature  of  this  Pro- 
vince has  no  authority,  since  the  union,  to  pass  an  Act  relating  to 
Insolvent  Confined  Debtors,  because  it  related  to  insolvency — 
a  matter  over  which  the  Dominion  Parliament  had  the  exclusive 
control  under  '  The  British  North  America  Act' — though  it  was 
contended,  in  that  case,  that  the  Act  in  question  merely  affected  the 
civil  rights  of  debtors  in  respect  to  their  discharge  from  prison. 
The  effect  of  that  decision  is,  that  the  Local  Legislature  lias  no 
right  to  did  with  any  subject  'which,  even  indirectly,  relates  to  a  mat- 
ter over  which  the  Dominion  Parliament  has  the  exclusive  power  of 
legislation.  I  cannot  distinguish  this  case,  in  principle,  from  Reg. 
v.  Chandler." 

In  one  of  a  series  of  articles  written  by  the  writer  in  October, 
187'J,  and  published  in  the  Globe,  (St.  John,)  where  we  undertook 
to  show  that  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
N.  B.  in  Ex  parte  Grieves,  as  to  the  Canada  Temperance  Act 
being  ultra  vires,  was  wrong,  and  which  view  was  subsequently 
sustained,  and  on  the  ground  we  took,  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
(  'anada  ;  we  then  claimed  that  the  positions  taken  as  above,  by  Mr. 
CHIEF  JUSTICE  ALLEN,  were  wrong,  and  that  he  then  erred,  in 
going  too  far  in  an  opposite  direction,  from  the  views  enunciated 
by  the  Court  on  the  validity  of  the  (  anada  Temperance  Act.  The 
decisions  since,  in  the  Parsons  [nsurance  <  'ase  ;  the  Fishery  Case; 
the  British  Columbia  Case;  the  Mercer  Escheat  Case,  and  the 
(  Mario  License  ( lase,  sustain  the  view  expressed  by  us,  as  above, 
before  any  of  these  cases  were  decided. 
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In  the  case  of  Robertson  v.  Steadman,  (ante),  Weldon  and 
Duff,  JJ.,  concurred  with  the  judgment  of  Allen,  C.  J.  Fisher, 
J.,  delivered  a  dissenting  judgement,  in  which,  making  a  mistake 
in  the  opposite  direction  from  the  rest  of  the  Court,  he  states,  that, 
in  the  91st  section  it  was  declared  that  none  of  the  classes  of  sub- 
jects enumerated  in  it  "should  come  within  '  the  class  of  matters  of 
a  local  or  private  nature  comprised  in  the  enumeration  of  the 
classes  of  subjects  assigned  to  the  Local  Legislatures,  and  especially 
stated  in  the  last  paragraph  of  the  92nd  section.'  "  This  statement 
is  incorrect  in  two  particulars.  First,  the  provision  in  the  section 
is  not  that  they  shall  not  come  within,  &c. ;  as  stated  ;  but  that  they 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within,  &c. ;  the  one  expression  being, 
as  we  have  seen,  the  exact  opposite  of  the  other ;  and,  exactly,  re- 
versing the  construction  of  the  Act  on  the  points  named.  The 
other  mistake  is,  that  the  words  "  and  especially  stated  in  the  last 
paragraph  of  the  92nd  section/'  although  treated  as  part  of  the 
clause,  and  included  within  the  quotation,  is  an  interpolation. 
Eliminating  this  from  Mr.  Justice  Fisher's  dissenting  judgment, 
and  the  judgment  otherwise,  is,  in  the  main  correct;  altho'  it  con- 
tains some  other  passages  too  broadly  stated.  The  following  are 
apt  quotations  in  the  matter  : — ■ 

"  All  the  power  possessed  by  the  Legislature  of  New  Bruns- 
wick still  exists  as  potential  as  ever,  but  it  is  distributed  between 
the  Parliament  and  the  Local  Legislature,  and  it  is  exercised  in 
each  according  to  the  limitations  of  the  constituting  Act. 
Now,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  '  Sea  Coast  and  Inland 
Fisheries'  in  the  91st  section?  By  the  employment  of  this  lan- 
guage, what  power  of  legislation  is  conferred  on  the  Parliament  ? 
Looking  at  the  objects  sought  to  be  attained  by  the  union  of  the 
Provinces,  and  the  state  of  legislation  in  the  different  Provinces  at 
the  time  of  the  union,  I  think  it  must  be  inferred  that  the  inten- 
tion was  to  confer  upon  the  Parliament  the  same  power  that  the 
Legislatures  had  been  accustomed  to  exercise  ;  that  is,  the  power  to 
provide  for  the  regulation  and  protection  of  the  fisheries." 

And,  again, — 

"  If  the  authority  to  legislate  upon  '  Sea  Coast  and  Inland 
Fisheries,'  empowered  the  Parliament  to  interfere  with  private 
rights,  and  deal  with  the  property  in  the  fish,  upon  the  same 
principle,  by  the  authority  to  legislate  upon  '  Navigation  and  Ship- 
ping,' it  would  be  enabled  to  deal  with  the  property  in  the  ships 
of  ship-owners."    (So,  in  fact,  it  can  ;  for  instance,  when  the  ques- 
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tion  of  ship  ownership,  as  property,  comes,  bona  fids,  within  either 
o\  the  subjeots-matter  of  the  Dlst  section;  '  Bankruptcy  and  Insol- 
vency,' for  instance,  as  a  reference,  however,  by  Judge  Fisher, 
to  ships,  as  property,  not,  in  its  most  extended  Bense,  bona  fide 
coming  within  the  subject  of  '  Navigation  and  Shipping,'  it  is  not, 
at  all,  an  objectionable  one).     "  The  righl  in  the  ship  is  no  higher 

Of  more  sacred   to  the  ship-owner  than  the  right   in  the  fish  to  the 

riparian   proprietor.'' 

In  the  following,  Mr.  Justice  Fisher,  clearly,  (as  is  shown 
by  different  portions  of  his  judgment;  for  instance,  by  that  one 
corrected  by  us  above,  showing  that  there  were  distinctions,  and 
qualifications,  and  extensions,  in  the  matter,  that  had  not  entered 
into  his  mind),  wrote  "  wiser  than  he  knew": — 

"  In  conferring  upon  the  Local  Legislatures  the  power  to 
legislate  upon  property  and  civil  rights,  I  am  of  opinion  it  was 
the  intention  that  their  power  should  only  be  trenched  upon  to  the 
extent  required  to  amble  the  Parliament  to  exercise  the  authority  to 
legislate  upon  the  different  subjects  assigned  to  it,  and  the  Parliament, 
in  legislating  upon  the  subjects  within  its  competency,  can  only  so  far 
interfere  with  property  and  civil  rights  as  is  necessary  to  work  out 
the  legislation  upon  the  particular  subjects  specially  delegated  to  it. 
The  authority  to  deal  with  the  fish,  the  property  of  individuals, 
and  to  appropriate  that  property,  is  not  necessary  to  the  working 
out  of  the  powers  relating  to  Sea  Coast  and  Inland  Fisheries." 

That,  on  the  branch  of  the  subject  to  which  it  relates,  is  the 
law,  well  expressed,  as  established  by  the  well-decided  cases 
bearing  on  it.  And,  yet,  in  the  very  next  sentence  of  Judge 
Fisher's  judgment,  he  reasons  as  though,  under  no  circumstances, 
and  in  no  case,  has  Parliament  the  right  "  to  trench"  upon  any  of 
the  subjects-matter  named  in  the  92nd  section.  There,  and  where 
he  misquotes  the  closing  clause  of  the  91st  section,  and  in  other 
instances,  as  wrong  in  the  one  direction,  as  Chief  Justice  Allen, 
and  those  concurring  with  him,  were,  in  the  other. 
A    BATHES    UNCERTAIN    COURT. 

I  hie,  now,  comes  a  feature  in  the  ease  almost  unique — except, 
always,  of  course,  in  the  same  Court,  since  A.  D.  1875.  That  was 
the  case  of  Robertson  v.  Steadman,  3  Pugs.  021  ;  the  judgment  in 
which  wa-  delivered  by  Allen,  (.'.  J. ;  Weldon  and  Duff  JJ., 
concurring;  and  FlSHEB  J.,  delivering  a  dissenting  judgment; 
"  WETMOBE  J.  taking  no  part,  being  related  to  one  of  the  parties 
in  the  cause."     Subsequently,  the  same  question,  came  up  before  the 
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same  Court,  and  between  some  of  the  same  parties,  and  in  Steadman 
v.  Robertson,  2  P.  &  B.  580,  Allen  C.  J.,  whose  judgment, 
assented  to  by  Weldon  and  Duff,  JJ.,  was  to  be  over-ruled, 
took  no  part  ;  and,  now,  Fisher  J.'s  judgment,  including  even  the 
mistakes  pointed  out,  that  was  the  dissenting  judgment  in  Robertson 
v.  Steadman,  is  re-delivered,  and  is  the  only  judgment  delivered, 
in  Steadman  v.  Robertson  ;  Weldon  J.,  with  a  new  inspiration, — 
."  1  have  had  the  opportunity  of  reading  the  able  judgment  of  my 
brother  Fisher,  and  I  entirely  agree  with  him."  Wetmore  J. 
concurred.  And  Duff  J. — "  I  have  not  been  able  to  consider 
this  matter  as  fully  as  I  would  desire  to  do.  I  am  not  able  to 
concur,  but  I  do  not  wish  to  be  considered  as  dissenting.  I  there- 
fore take  no  part." 

It  was  well  that  there  was  another  Court  where  the  question 
could  be  more  authoritatively  disposed  of. 

In  Steadman  v.  Robertson  the  claim  of  Counsel  for  the  Plain- 
tiff was  substantially  established  ; — "  That,  in  non-tidal  waters,  in 
the  Province,  the  right  of  fishing  is  in  the  riparian  owner  where 
the  lands  through  which  the  rivers  run  have  been  granted,  and, 
where  not  granted,  the  right  is  in  the  Crown,  represented  by  the 
Local  Government,  and  exists  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  inhabitants 
of  the  Province  :  That  the  Local  Legislature  could  not  regulate 
the  fisheries,  but  that  it  could  legislate  as  to  the  right  of  property 
in  the  fish  in  non-tidal  waters.  Clearly  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
may  regulate  the  fisheries,  that  is,  the  time  and  manner  of  fishing, 
but  they  cannot  interfere  with  private  property."  To  which  latter 
clause,  to  make  it  correct,  we  would  add : — They  cannot  do  it  in 
the  instance  named,  simply  because  bona  fide  legislation  on  the 
fisheries,  does  not,  in  the  particular  case  named,  involve  interfer- 
ence with  the  private  property  of  either  individuals,  or  of  the  Pro- 
vince. But,  holding  this  doctrine,  does  not  at  all  interfere  with  that; 
that  Parliament  may  legislate  upon  all  the  subjects- matter  named 
in  the  91st  section,  no  matter  how  much  these  may  over-ride,  ex- 
clude or  supersede  the  powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures  with  refer- 
ence to  any  of  the  subjects-matter  named  in  the  92nd  section. 
This  latter  is  "  the  hard  and  fast  rule ;  "  but  what  does  fairly  and 
bona  fide  come  within  the  classes  of  subjects  named  in  the  91st 
section,  is,  as  in  the  case  of  legislating  on  the  subject  of  the  fish- 
eries, a  question  for  consideration,  as  it  arises.  To  decide  that,  due 
consideration  has  to  be  given  to  such  parts  of  the  Act  as  relate  to 
the  subject-matter  ;  and  it  is  then  a  question  of  construction  as  to 
what  does,  or  does  not,  come  within  such  subject-matter. 
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TIi.'  question  next  came  up  in  the  Exchequer  Court,  on  the 
petition  of  Robertson, before  Mr.  Justice  <  Ju  ynnk.      That  learned 

Judge,  in  steering  dear,  as  lie  Iras  been  bo  careful  to  '1",  in  90  many 
judgments,  of  the  Bcilla  of  entirely  ignoring  the  effect  of  the  con- 
trolling olausee  in  seotion  91,  on  which  the  barques  of  bo  many 
judges  of  little  erudition  have  been  wrecked  ;  gets  into  the  ('hary- 
bdis  of  giving  too  much  effect  to  those  olauses,  by  which  he  would, 
in  all  Buch  oases  as  these  Fishery  Cases ;  the  Parsons  Insurance 
Case, and  the  Mercer  Escheat  Case,  deprive  the  Local  Legislatures 
of  their  power,  legitimately  ami  bona  fide  to  legislate  on  different 
items  of  the  subjecte-matter  left  within  their  legislative  power,  by 
a  proper  reading  of  the  Act.  To  avoid,  for  instance.  Mr.  Blake' 8 
blunder,  that  the  power  under  the  91st  Bection,  cannot  be  exercised 
so  as  to  over-ride,  or  supersede,  or  exclude,  (which  ever,  or  all, 
of  these  it  was  he  really  meant  ,  any  of  the  rights  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  to  legislate  on  the  subjects-matter  in  section  92,  the 
learned  JUDGE  falls  into  the  opposite  mistake  that  "nothing 
is  placed  under  the  exclusive  control  of  the  Local  Legislatures 
unless  it  comes  within  some  or  one  of  the  subjects  specially  enu- 
merated in  the  92nd  section,  and  is  at  the,  same  time  outside  of 
th,  several  items  enumerated  in  the  91st  section,  that  is  to  say,  does  not 
involve  any  interference  with  any  of  these  items."  This  learned 
Judge  has  been  consistent  throughout  in  acting  on  this  rule, 
strictlv,  as  a  "  hard  and  fast "  one.  If  the  rule  were  true,  he 
would,  of  course,  be  correct  in  doing  so.  But,  if  false;  then,  neces- 
sarily, when  the  cases  arise  with  reference  to  which  the  rule  is  a 
false  one,  the  learned  J t  doe's  unsound  rule — as  it  is  claimed  that 
it  is — leads  him  astray  ;  and,  therefore,  his  judgments  in  such  cases 
as  those  named  have  not  been  sustained.  To  mention  instances, 
named  before,  where,  under  such  a  rule,  legislation  on  subjects- 
matter  named  in  section  92  could  not  be  had  at  all,  reference  might 
be  made  to  the  13th  sub-section, — "  The  Solemnization  of  Marriage 
in  the  Province,"  which,  of  necessity,  "  involves  an  interference" 
with  the  subject  of  "  Marriage,"  in  the  26th  sub-section  of  section 
91.  Again,  legislating  with  reference  to  trade  licenses,  ("Shop, 
Saloon,  Tavern,  Auctioneer  and  other  licenses"),  necessarily  in- 
volves some  interference  with  the  subject  of  "  Trade." 

To  -how  that  we  are  not  at  all  mis-stating  the  positions  of 
the  learned  Judge,  we  quote  from  The  Queen  v.  Robertson,  6  S. 
1  I!.  52,  at  page  'if  where,  in  the  judgment  delivered  in  Ex- 
chequer, the  learned  Judge  -ays, — 
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"  To  secure  an  uniformly  consistent  construction  of  this  our 
Constitutional  Charter,  it  is  necessary  that  some  certain  and  suf- 
ficient canon  of  construction  should  be  laid  down  and  adopted,  by 
which  all  Acts  passed  as  well  by  the  Parliament  as  by  the  Local 
Legislatures  may  be  effectually  tested  upon  a  question  arising,  as 
to  their  being  or  not  being  intra  vires  of  the  legislating  body  pass- 
ing them.  Such  a  canon  appeared  to  me  to  be  that  formulated  by 
me  in  the  City  of  Fredericton  v.  The  Queen,  3  S.  C.  R.,  505,  and 
it  still  appears  to  me  to  be  a  good  and  sufficient  rule  for  the 
required  purpose,  namely, — '  All  subjects  of  legislation  of  every 
description  whatever  are  within  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the 
Dominion  Parliament  to  legislate  upon,  except  such  as  are  placed  by 
the  British  North  America  Act  under  the  exclusive  control  of  the 
Local  Legislatures,  and  nothing  is  placed  under  the  exclusive  control 
of  the  Local  Legislatures,  unless  it  comes  within  some  or  one  of 
the  subjects  specially  enumerated  in  the  92nd  section,  and  is  at 
the  same  time  outside  of  the  several  items  enumerated  in  the  91st  sec- 
tion, that  is  to  say,  does  not  involve  any  interference  with  any  of  those 
items.,, 

It  seems,  also,  clear  to  us,  that  the  first  part  of  this  rule  is  not 
accurate.  The  exception  seems  to  us  to  be  too  large.  According 
to  that  rule  there  is  either  nothing  placed  within  the  power  of  the 
Local  Legislatures,  at  all  events  as  regards  some  of  the  sub-sections 
of  sec.  92,  under  the  latter  part  of  the  rule;  or,  else,  under  the 
first  part  of  the  rule,  with  reference  to  the  same  sub-sections,  there 
are  powers  in  the  92nd  section  that  Parliament  cannot  over-ride. 
Both  of  these  positions,  we  claim,  are  wrong.  The  Local  Legisla- 
tures may  legislate  on  the  subject  of  licenses,  so  as  bona  fide,  on 
that  subject,  to  affect  trade,  or  "  to  involve  an  interference"  with 
trade.  And,  against  the  first  part  of  the  rule,  then,  Parliament  can 
legislate  on  trade  so  as  to  interfere  with  tavern  or  other  licenses, 
and  so  as  to  over-ride  the  local  legislation,  as  was  done  under  the 
Canada  Temperance  Act.  When  we  get  fairly  through  with  the 
preliminary  examination  of  the  cases,  we  will  try  if,  from  them, 
we  cannot  evolve  better  rules  than  these. 

It  is  also  submitted,  that,  in  the  next  of  the  learned  Judge's 
clauses  there  is  a  repetition  of  his  mistake.  The  passage  is  as 
follows, — 

"  The  effect  of  the  closing  paragraph  of  the  91st  section, 
namely  :  '  And  any  matter  coming  within  any  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  enumerated  in  the  91st  section  shall  not  be  deemed  to 
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oome  within  the  class  of  matters  of  i  looal  or  private  nature  com- 
prised in  the  enumeration  of  t h« ■  classes  of  Bubjects  by  this  Act 
assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces,'  in  my 
opinion,  clearly  is  to  exclude  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  the  several  subjects  enumerated  in  the  92nd  section, 
in  so  far  as  thej  relate  to  or  affect  any  of  the  matters  enumerated 
in  the  91st  section.'' 

This  position  is  open  to  precisly  the  same  objection  and  oriti- 
oism  as  the  learned  Judge's  rule     The   next    paragraph   in   the 

learned  JUDGE'S  judgment  is  much  more    cautiously    written,   and 

oomes  much  nearer  the  truth.  Wegive  it  entire,  void  in  all  its 
sentences  but  one  which  we  italicise,  of  what  we  think  are  the 
mi-takes  of  the  previous  paragraph  ;  which  we  have  quoted  above 
in  lull.  We  Bubmit  that  residuum  is  not  the.  correct  idea,  as, 
according  t<>  what  we  claim  is  the  correct  construction  of  the  Act, 
Borne,  at  least,  of  the  sub-sections  of  the  92nd  section  may  entirely 
cease  to  be  operative.  For  instance,  that  as  to  the  granting  of 
Tavern  Licenses  in  order  to  the  raising  of  a  revenue,  by  an  Act, 
clearly  within  the  power  of  Parliament  to  pass,  and  beyond  even 
such  an  over-riding,  excluding  Act,  as  the  Canada  Temperance 
Act  :  viz.  an  absolute  prohibitory  Act.  And,  not  only  so,  but  as 
we  have  already  clearly  shown,  the  Local  Legislatures  may  legis- 
late on  some  matters  that  may  be  brought  within  different  clauses 
of  section  92,  although,  by  bona  fide  legislation  in  Parliament, 
under  the  legitimate  meaning  of  the  language  of  the  Act,  subsequent 
legislation  by  Parliament  may  entirely  destroy  the  previous  legis- 
lation of  the  Legislatures.  For  instance,  on  licenses, as  affected  by  the 
Canada  Temperance  Act,  or  by  an  absolute  prohibitory  law.  So, 
that,  in  the  first  instance,  the  Legislatures  had  power  to  legislate 
upon  matters  that  were  absorbed  by  the  legislation  of  Parliament, 
and  that  which  was  the  residuum  before,  is  now  no  residuum 
at  all.  So,  the  residuum  idea  in  the  following  is  clearly  wrong; 
the  rest,  we  submit,  as  far  as  it  goes,  not  inaptly  states  the  law. 
We  quote  the  paragraph  in  full  as  a  valuable  one  : — 

••  Now,  among  the  items  enumerated  in  section  92,  there  is 
nothing  which  could  give  to  the  Local  Legislatures  any  jurisdic- 
tion whatever  over  Sea  Coast  and  Inland  Fisheries,  unless  it  be 
the  item  '  Property  and  Civil  Bights  in  the  Province,'  but  inas- 
much as  f8ea  Coast  and  Inland  Fisheries' are  enumerated  specially 
in  the  '.i]-t  section  as  placed  under  the  exclusive  control  of  Par- 
liament, this  enumeration  carries  with  it  exclusive  jurisdiction  over 
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property  and  civil  rights  in  every  Province  in  so  far  as  whatever 
is  comprehended  under  the  term  '  Sea  Coast  and  Inland  Fisheries' 
is  concerned,  and  the  Local  Legislatures  have  no  jurisdiction 
whatever  over  this  subject ;  the  jurisdiction  therefore  which  is 
given  to  the  Local  Legislatures  over  '  property  and  civil  rights  in 
the  Province'  is  not  an  absolute  but  only  a  qualified  jurisdiction, 
and  must  be  held  to  be  limited  to  the  residuum  of  such  jurisdic- 
tion not  absorbed  by  the  exclusive  control  given  to  the  Dominion 
Parliament  over  every  one  of  the  subjects  enumerated  in  the  91st 
section  :  while  the  jurisdiction  of  Parliament  over  every  subject 
placed  under  its  control  is  as  absolute  and  supreme  as  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Imperial  Parliament  over  the  like  subject-matter  in 
the  United  Kingdom  would  be :  the  design  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act 
being  to  give  to  the  Dominion  of  Canada  a  constitution  similar  in 
principle  to  that  of  the  United  Kingdom.  It  is  of  course,  in  every 
case,  necessary  to  form  an  accurate  judgment  upon  what  is  the 
particular  subject-matter  in  each  case  as  to  which  the  question  arises, 
for  the  extent  of  the  control  of  Parliament  over  the  subject-matter, 
may  possibly  be  limited  by  the  nature  of  the  subject;  for  example  the 
first  item  enumerated  in  the  91st  section  as  placed  under  the  exclu- 
sive control  of  Parliament  is  the  Public  debt  and  property,  and  by 
section  108  the  Provincial  Public  Works  and  property  are  declared 
to  be  the  property  of  Canada.  The  jurisdiction  of  Parliament 
over  such  property  is  in  virtue  of  the  subject-matter  being  the 
property  of  Canada,  but  if  Parliament  should  so  legislate  as  to  dis- 
pose absolutely  by  sale  of  portions  of  this  property  from  time  to 
time,  it  may  well  be  that  the  property  so  sold,  when  it  should  be- 
come the  property  of  individuals,  should  be  no  longer  subject  to 
the  control  of  the  Dominion  Parliament  any  more  than  any  other 
property  of  any  individual  should  be ;  but  over  most  of  the  sub- 
jects enumerated  in  the  91st  section,  the  right  of  the  Dominion 
Parliament  to  legislate  is  wholly  irrespective  of  there  being  any 
property  in  the  several  subjects  vested  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada, 
and  over  those  subjects  the  right  of  legislation  continues  forever, 
no  matter  who  may  have  property  or  civil  rights  therein.  There 
is  nothing  strange  in  this  provision  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  in  per- 
fect character  with  the  whole  scheme  of  the  Act,  that  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Dominion  Parliament  should  be  supreme  over  all 
subjects  which  are  of  general  public  interest  to  the  whole  Dominion 
in  whomsoever  the  property  in  snch  subject  may  be  vested." 

And,  yet,  after  all,  where,  under  the  Act  of  Parliament,  the 
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power  to  gran.1  fishing  leases  was  given  only  where  the  exclusive 
right  did  not  already  exist  by  law;  and  where  it  was  declared 
under  the  B.  V  A.  Act  thai  the  lands  belonging  to  the  several 
Provinces  should  "  belong"  to  them  :  as  with  the  lands  went  also 

the  riparian  rights  BS  an  incident .  the  same  as,   -as  other  incidents — 

went  the  revenues,  rents,  proceeds  of  sales,  reversions  and  escheat  . 
applying  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne's  own  language,  as  quoted  a  hove, 
and  forming  "an  aoou rate  judgment  upon  what  is  the  particular 
subject-matter"  in  the  case,  it  surely  was  not  difficult  to  decide 
that  giving  the  right  to  legislate  on  such  a  matter,  merely,  as  "the 
fisheries,"  while  the  land  and  all  its  incidents  with  it  were  given 
(and,  that,  by  the  way  not  under  the  92nd  section  at  all,  but  under 
.>ne  entirely  different,  the  L09th  ,  to  the  Provinces,  that  that  could 
not  vest  in  the  Dominion  which,  expressly,  or  by  necessary  impli- 
cation, voted  in  the  Provinces,  viz. — the  riparian  rights  as  a 
property ! 

Mr.  Justice  GwyNNB  held  that  the  leases  were  inoperative  as 
to  the  water-  flowing  by  granted  lands  ;  but  good  as  to  the  waters 
(lowing  by  ungranted  lauds.  But,  with  reference  to  the  lands  and 
their  incidents,  the  Provinces  had  the  same  rights  in  the  ungranted 
lamb  and  their  incidents,  as  the  owners  of  the  granted  lands  had  in 
theirs.  And,  further,  as  regards  the  subject-matter  of  fisheries, 
Parliament,  in  legislating  on  that,  had  the  same  right  to  legislate 
on  it  as  respects  the  fisheries  in  waters  flowing  through  or  past 
granted  lands  as  through  or  past  ungranted  lands.  As  regards, 
properly,  the  bona  Jide  subject  of  the  "  fisheries,"  the  rights  and 
powers  to  legislate  effectually  on  it,  involved  the  one  right  quite  as 
much  as  the  other.  Mr.  Justice  Gwynnk  was  over-ruled  in  that 
part  of  his  judgment  where  his  reasoning  led  him  astray,  and  sus- 
tained in  the  other.  And,  fairly,  without  at  all  interfering  with  the 
rule  with  which  we  are  supplied  by  the  express  language  in  section 
91,  there  seemed  to  be  no  other  possible  result. 

So  far,  in  the  examination  of  the  cases,  no  difficulty  of  con- 
struction has  presented  itself;  nor,  in  any  of  the  properly  decided 
oases  so  far  examined,  is  there  anything  at  all  militating  against 
the  rule  of  construction  furnished  in  section  91  itself,  and  referred 
to,  approvingly,  by  Lord  Carnarvon,  as  quoted  ante  p.  11.  The 
Mercer  case,  as  baa  been  seen,  (notwithstanding  the  amount  of 
mystification  thrown  about  it,  in  the  lengthy  arguments  and  judg- 
ments in  that  case,  and  in  very  much  that  has  been  said  and 
written  about  it),  was  a  perfectly  simple  case.     It  was  not  a  case 
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of  conflicting  legislation  at  all ;  nor  was  it  one  arising  out  of  the 
91st  and  92nd  sections  of  the  Act.  It  was  really  a  question 
whether  under  sees.  102  and  109  of  the  Act,  (and  that  was  all  that 
was  involved  in  it),  escheat  went  to  the  Provinces  under  the  term 
"  lands,"  or  under  the  term  "  royalties ; "  and  whether  the  revenue 
from  it  was,  or  was  not,  within  the  revenues  that  were  reserved  to 
the  Provinces.  The  holding  of  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie,  C.  J.,— and, 
as  we  have  intimated,  what  we  think  was  the  sounder  view — was 
that  escheat  as  an  incident  of  the  ownership  by  the  Provinces  in 
the  "  Crown  "  (that  is  to  say,  the  ungranted)  lands,  went  to  the 
Provinces.  The  holding  of  the  Privy  Council,  giving  an  English 
construction  to  the  local  Nova  Scotia  word,  "  royalties,"  used  there 
in  connection  with  the  words  "mines  and  minerals  ;"  that,  under 
it,  the  benefit  of  the  escheat  inured  to  the  Provinces,  was  the 
other  holding. 

In  the  Fisheries  case  that  we  have  just  been  examining, 
again  there  was  no  question  in  it  of  conflicting  legislation.  The 
Federal  Act,  as  we  have  seen,  expressly  recognized  a  right  of 
fishing  by  law,  not  in  the  Dominion.  Again,  the  construction 
turned  on  the  effect  of  the  provision  that  the  lands  of  the  different 
Provinces  were  to  belong  to  them  ;  when  it  was,  clearly,  properly 
held,  that,  with  the  lands,  the  riparian  rights  went  as  an  incident, 
the  same  as  did  the  escheat.  In  this  case,  there  were  additional 
attempts  made  at  manufacturing  rules  or  canons  of  construction, 
but  they  were  quite  unnecessary,  and,  as  regards  the  case,  are 
obiter  dicta.  It  was  claimed,  that,  under  the  right  to  legislate  as 
to  the  Fisheries  under  the  91st  section,  the  property  in  the 
Fisheries  vested  in  the  Dominion.  But  the  obvious  absurdity  of 
this  has  been  seen  and  well  illustrated  by  the  position,  that,  under 
the  right  of  legislating  as  to  the  Fisheries,  the  property  as  against 
the  riparian  owners,  no  more  vested  in  the  Dominion,  than,  by  the 
right  of  legislating  as  to  shipping  did  the  property  in  the  ships  so 
vest.  And  there  is  this  further  analogy  in  the  two  cases,  with 
reference  to  the  powers  of  legislating  as  between  sees.  91  and  92  ; 
that,  while  the  Dominion  has  the  right  to  legislate  as  to  shipping 
so  as  to  affect  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  ships,  so  far  as  such 
legislation  as  to  shipping  bona  fide  comes  within  that  subject,  in 
the  sense  in  which  it  is  used,  as  a  subject-matter  of  legislation, 
or  within  any  of  the  other  subjects- matter  enumerated  in  section 
91;  no  matter  how  much  such  legislation  may  interfere  with 
property  and  civil  rights,  or  with  any  other  of  the  subjects- 
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matter  named  in  sec.  92  ;  bo  is  the  same  statement  equally  brae  bs 
regards  the  right  in  Parliament  i«»  legislate  as  regards  the  Fisheries  ; 
do  matter  how  much  such  bona  fid  legislation,  on  that  subject- 
matter,  ma\  affect  property  and  civil  rights,  or  any  other  of  the 
matters  in  the  different  clauses  of  sec.  !>"2.  In  each  case,  the  bona 
fide  legislation  of  Parliament,  »n  each  of  those  subjects-matter — 
Shipping  and  the  Fisheries  will  over-ride,  or  exclude,  or  super- 
sede tlif  legislation  of  the  Provinces  <>n  any  of    the  subjects-matter 

of  see.  92,  to  the  extent  to  which,  under  the  Act,  they  have  been  so 
legitimately  affected  by  such  bona  fide  Parliamentary  legislation. 
Thus,  notwithstanding  the  correct  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada,  that  the  riparian  rights,  as  an  incident  of  the  land,  go 
to  the  owners  of  the  land,  whether  these  are  private  individuals  or 
Provinces,  and  carry  with  them  the  right  in  the  Local  Legislatures 
to  legislate  BS  to  land  and  its  incidents,  within  the  terms 
"  property  and  civil  rights,"  outside  of  what  is  contained  bona 
fide  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  Fisheries  ;  so,  under  the  hard  and 
fast  rule  in  the  Hist  sec,  Parliament  in  legislating,  buna  fide  on 
the  Fisheries,  can  interfere  with  both  property  and  civil  rights; 
and  over-ride,  and  supersede,  and  exclude  the  Provincial  right  to 
legislate  on  these  subjects-matter,  so  far  as  they  come  within  or  are 
affected  by,  legitimate,  bona  fide  legislation,  by  Parliament  on  the 
Fisheries.  Thus,  Parliament,  as  all  admit,  in  legislating  on  the 
Fisheries,  can  interfere  with  civil  rights,  in  legislating  as  to 
the  time  of  fishing;  and,  equally  so,  with  any  other  civil  right 
that  may  bona  fide  come  within  legislation  on  the  Fisheries. 
Kqually  s(,;  too,  as  regards  affecting  property.  Thus,  clearly, 
Parliament,  in  legislating  on  the  Fisheries,  can  legislate  with 
reference  to  mill-dams,  so  as  to  require  them  to  be  built  with 
fish-ways  ;  and  in  legislating,  legitimately,  on  the  Fisheries,  can 
declare  that  the  property  in  all  nets  wholly  across  streams,  or 
that  have  meshes  below  a.  certain  size,  shall  be  forfeited. 

Bo  far,  then,  it  is  again  suggested,  as  our  examination  has  yet 
extended,  not  a  ease  has  presented  itself  outside  of  the  hard  and 
East  rule,  which,  we  submit,  is  the  clear  and  unquestionable  rule 
under  the  Act;  that,  when  the  legislation  of  the  two  bodies  under 
sections  91  and  92 — both  being  legitimately  followed — comes  in 
conflict,  the  dominant  power  is  in  Parliament;  the  subordinate  in 
the  Local  Legislatures. 

\Y"  now  propose  takiiu  up  other  cases  for  examination,  the 
most  of  which,  including  the  Parsons  Insurance  Case  ;  the  Canada 
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Temperance  Act  Case,  and  the  case  of  Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  will 
rank  themselves  under  the  general  heading  of 

THE    LICENSE   CASES. 

Ex  parte  Fairbairn,  2.  P.  &  B.  4.  In  this  case  it  was  held 
that  a  Local  Act,  applicable  to  Commercial  Travellers,  authorizing 
the  Mayor  of  Fredericton  to  grant  to  any  persons  wishing  to 
engage  in  any  trade,  profession,  &c,  in  the  City,  a  license  to  en- 
gage therein,  is  not  ultra  vires,  as  being  an  interference  with 
Trade  and  Commerce. 

Allen,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  said, — 

"It  was  contended  that  the  Act  was  ultra  vires,  as  interfering 
with  Trade  and  Commerce,  the  regulation  of  which  is  assigned  ex- 
clusively to  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  by  the  91st  section  of  the 
B.  N.  A.  Act.  We  think,  however,  that  the  right  to  require 
licenses  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  several  Acts  referred  to 
is  clearly  within  the  power  of  the  Provincial  Legislature,  under  the 
92nd  section  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  which  gives  the  Provincial 
Legislature  the  exclusive  power  to  make  laws  in  relation  to  various 
matters  enumerated  ;  and,  among  others,  (sub-section  9),  Shop, 
Saloon,  Tavern,  Auctioneer,  and  other  licenses,  in  order  to  the 
raising  of  a  revenue  for  Provincial,  local  or  municipal  purposes. 

"  The  object  of  requiring  Commercial  Travellers,  (so  called),  to 
take  out  licenses  to  enable  them  to  carry  on  their  business,  is  that 
they  shall  contribute  to  the  local  revenues  in  like  manner  as  the 
residents  of  the  place  contribute  to  the  revenues  by  the  payment  of 
taxes.  We  cannot  see  how  this  is  any  greater  interference  with 
Trade  or  Commerce  than  the  requiring  a  person  to  take  out  a 
license  to  sell  liquors,  or  a  license  to  sell  goods  as  an  auctioneer. 
In  either  case  the  statute  says  the  person  shall  not  carry  on  that 
particular  business  unless  he  obtains  a  license  to  do  so ;  and,  there- 
fore, it  may  be  said  that  indirectly  such  an  Act  interferes  with 
trade;  but  if  so,  it  is  just  such  an  interference  as  the  92nd  section  of 
the  B.  N.  A.  Act  allows." 

In  Severn  v.  The  Queen,  2  S.  C.  R.  70,  a  variety  of  questions 
came  up,  but  the  case  really  turned  upon  the  question  whether 
Brewers'  licenses  were  included  in  the  words  "  and  other  licenses," 
in  section  92,  sub-sec.  9  of  the  Act,  and  it  was  held  that  they  were 
not ;  and,  that,  therefore,  an  Ontario  Act  requiring  a  Brewer  to 
take  out  a  license,  who  had  been  licensed  under  a  Dominion  Act, 
was  ultra  vires,  as  in  conflict  with  a  Dominion  Act  regulating 
Trade. 
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UircHiK  Mid  SiiMNti  ,1,1.,  dissented,  on  the  ground  that  the 
term  "  Brewers"  came  fairly  within  "  other  [licenses"  in  the  sab* 
Beotion,  The  latter  Learned  Judge,  however,  went  a  good  deal 
farther  than  tins,  in  meeting  the  objection  thai,  holding  that  the 
allowance  of  such  legislation  would  conflict  with  the  right  of 
Parliament  bo  legislate  -,  ami  laying  down  what  we  think  is  another 
incorrect  rule  in  the  construction  ofseotions  9]  and  (.)2,  said, — 

"  Tht'  objection,  that  the  wider  construction  which  1  have 
attributed  to  sub-section  !)  brings  that  provision  into  collision  with 
sub-section  2  of  sec  91,  which  confers  the  power  of  regulating 
trade  and  commerce  on  the  Parliament  of  the  Dominion,  is,  I 
think,  fully  answered  by  reading  the  subjects  enuim ratal  in  section 
92  of  >.vi;j,ti(l  from  section  91.  Jt  is,  I  conceive,  the  duty  of  the 
Court  so  to  construe  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  as  to  make  its  several 
enactments  harmouize  with  each  other,  and  this  may  be  effected, 
without  doing  any  violence  to  the  Act,  by  reading  (lie.  enumerated 
powers  in  section  92  <»  the  manner  suggested,  as  estceptUms  from  these 
given  ta  the  Dominion  by  section  91.  Read  in  this  way,  nub-sec.  2 
must  be  construed  to  mean  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  save 
in  so  far  a*  power  to  interfere  with  it  is,  by  sec.  92,  conjhred  upon 
the  Provinces.  .  .  .  The  words  '  other  licenses'  must  either  be 
silenced,  altogether,  or  else,  whatever  they  may  mean  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  preceding  specific  words,  they  must  be  read  as  an 
exception  to  sub-section  2  and  every  other  enumeration  of  section  91, 
with  which  they  would  conjlict  if  otherwise  construed." 

While  it  might  have  been  held  in  this  case  that  the  term 
"  Brewers"  came  within  the  words  "other  licenses,"  without,  as 
between,  merely,  sections  91  and  92,  coming  any  more  in  conflict 
with  sub-section  2  of  section  91,  than  it  would  in  ihe  case  of  any 
of*  the  licenses  named  ;  or  than  it  did  in  the  previous  case  to  which 
we  have  referred,  (Ex  parte  Fairbairn),  in  sustaining  the  right  of 
licenses  to  Commercial  Travellers  ;  the  learned  Judge  (Mr.  Justice 
STRONG  ,  going  beyond  that  in  laying  down  the  rule  he  did,  not 
only  contravenes  the  express  language  of  the  Act  and  the 
ml.  of  construction  there  given,  but  furnishes  a  rule  as  bad 
as  are  those  of  Mr.  Loromger  in  the  Mercer  Case,  or  either 
of  the  numerous  rules  that  are  offered  in  lieu  of  that  which 
the  Act  itself  expressly  supplies.  For,  if,  reading  the  clauses 
in  section  92,  as  ''exceptions  from,''  the  right  of  legislation  in 
Parliament,  under  section  91,  while,  clearly,  all  difficulty  is 
got   over,  very  easily,  as  to   the  right  and  power  of  the  Legis- 
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latures  to  legislate,  what  becomes,  in  their  turn,  of  the  rights  and 
powers  of  Parliament?  If  Parliament  can,  on  that  rule,  only 
legislate  on  the  Regulation  of  Trade  and  Commerce ;  the  raising 
of  Money  by  any  mode  or  system  of  Taxation;  Navigation  and 
Shipping;  Sea  Coast  and  Inland  Fisheries;  Bills  of  Exchange  and 
Promissory  Notes;  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency;  Copyrights; 
Naturalization  and  Aliens ;  Marriage  and  Divorce,  and  even  the 
Criminal  Law,  excepting  from  all  these  the  matters  of  Property, 
and  Civil  Rights ;  it  is  difficult  to  see  what  kind  of  legislation  on 
those  different  subjects  there  could  be  ;  allowable  only  on  the 
terms  of  making  Property  and  Civil  Rights  exceptions  from  such 
legislation.  In  fact,  the  rule,  like  those  that  have  been  examined 
which  have  been  offered  in  connection  with  the  "Provincial  au- 
tonomy" idea,  is  so  utterly  and  palpably  unsound  that  it  was  only 
with  some  difficulty,  that  we  were  able  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  we  had  not  mistaken  the  meaning  of  the  learned  Judge.  But 
the  idea  is  too  plain,  and  too  often  repeated,  (four  times,  as  italicised 
by  us),  to  allow  us  any  such  aperture  for  escape.  So,  it  is  only 
left  for  us  to  point  this  out  as  another  impracticable  rule  introduced 
in  lieu  of  that  which  the  Imperial  Parliament  has  given  us  in  the 
Act. 

The  same  contestation,  in  another  shape,  was  made  by  counsel 
in  the  case,  Mr.  Mowat,  (Ibid.  81),  and  it  is  to-day  the  claim  made 
by  many  politicians  ;  but,  as  we  have  seen,  it  is  utterly  unsound. 
Mr.  Mowat  stated  his  claim,  and  that  of  many  others  with  him, 
thus  broadly, — 

"  Section  92  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  1867,  confers  upon  the  legis- 
lature of  each  Province  the  jurisdiction  of  making  laws  so  as  to  ex- 
elude  the  authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  in  relation  to 
matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  that 
section." 

This  is  open  to  the  same  criticism  as  Mr.  Justice  Strong's 
rule,  as  it,  in  effect,  expresses  but  the  same  thing  in  a  somewhat 
different  way.  "Exclude  the  authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
in  relation  to  all  matters  coming  within  "  section  92 ;  and  not  only 
do  you  controvert  the  rule  of  construction  in  section  91  ;  but  the 
whole  force  of  the  section  itself  is  destroyed,  AND  PARLIAMENT 
cannot  legislate  at  all  !  The  "  Provincial  autonomy"  would 
sWallow  up  everything ! 

Mr.  Crooks,  if  possible,  holds  still  stronger  views.  According 
to  him, — assuming  that  he  was  really  in  earnest — "  In  each  Pro- 
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vimv  a  plenum  imperium  was  constituted  and  not  a  subordinate 
author  it)',  or  one  with  only  such  powers  as  were  specially  conferred , 
Once  jurisdiction  is  given  over  a  subject-matter,  the  power  is 
absolute."  Ibid.  84.  This  is  reasoning  very  muoh,  in  the  opposite 
direction,  like  the  British  Columbia  Court  reasoned  in  the 
"  Thrasher  Case  .   and,  in  the  opposite  direction,  Leads  to  about  the 

Same    absurd    result       Ami.    it    i-;   such    views   as    thoe,   (hat,    it    is 

claimed,  the  Mercer-Escheat  case;  the  Fisheries  case ;  the  Parsons 
[nsuranoe  case,  and  Bodge  ».  The  Queen,  sustain!  "The  force  of 
folly  can  DO  tart  her  go  ! 

In  E&egina  V.  McMillan,  2  Pugs.  110,  it  was  held  that  an 
Act  of  the  Local  Legislature  passed  since  Confederation,  imposing 
tines  and  penalties  for  Belling  Liquor  without  license,  was  not  ultra 
'//•'>,  as  within  the  right  to  make  laws  relating  to  licenses  and  to 
impose  penalties  for  enforcing  such  a  law.  Hodge  v.  The  Queen, 
in  principle,  goes  not  one  step  further  than  this  properly  decided 
case. 

The  case  of  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kings,  2  Pugs.  535,  is 
quite  an  important  case  in  the  matter.  It  was  an  application  for 
a  mandamus  to  compel  the  sessions  for  the  County  to  grant  a 
license  for  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors,  the  Justices  having  refused 
to  grant  licenses  on  the  ground  that  a  local  act  vested  a  discretion 
in  them  whether  to  do  so  or  not.  Ritchie,  C.  J.  thus  lays  down 
the  law, — 

"  To  the  Dominion  Parliament  of  Canada  is  given  the  power 
i"  Legislate  exclusively  on  '  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce, 
and  the  power  of  raising  money  by  any  mode  or  system  of  taxation.' 
The  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  must  involve  full  power 
over  the  matter  to  be  regulated,  and  must  necessarily  exclude  the 
interference  of  all  other  bodies  that  would  attempt  to  intenrieddle 
with  the  same  thing.  The  power  thus  given  to  the  Dominion 
Parliament  is  general  without  limitation  or  restriction"  (it  is 
questionable  if  SlB  W.m.  ItiKiiiE  would  use  just  these  terms  now; 
and.  if  he  would,  whether  in  some  senses,  he  would  be  strictly 
accurate),  "and  therefore  must  include  traffic  in  articles  of  mer- 
chandise,  not  only  in  connection  with  foreign  countries,  but  that 
also  which  is  internal  between  different  Provinces  of  the  Dominion, 

ell  as  that  which  is  carried  on  within  the  limits  of  an  individual 
Province.  .  .  W,  then,  the  Dominion  Parliament  authorize  the 
importation  of  any  article  of  merchandise  into  the  Dominion,  and 
place  no  restriction  on  its  being  dealt  with  in  the  due  course  of 
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trade  and  commerce,  or  on  its  own  consumption,  but  exacts  and 
receives  duties  thereon  on  such  importation,  it  would  be  in  direct 
conflict  with  such  legislation  and  with  the  right  to  raise  money  by 
any  mode  or  system  of  taxatiou  if  the  Local  Legislature  of  the 
Province,  into  which  the  article  was  so  legally  imported  and  on 
which  a  revenue  was  sought  to  be  raised,  could  so  legislate  as  to 
prohibit  its  being  bought  or  sold,  and  to  prevent  trade  or  traffic 
therein,  and  thus  destnyv  its  commercial  value,  and  with  it  all  trade 
and  commerce  in  the  article  so  prohibited,  and  thus  render  it 
practically  valueless  as  an  article  of  commerce  on  which  a  revenue 
could  be  levied." 

And  the  learned  Chief  Justice  discusses  the  matter,  in  the 
same  judgment,  from  another  point  of  view,  thus, — 

"  Under  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  1867,  the  Local  Legislatures  have 
no  power  except  those  expressly  given  to  them,  and  with  respect  to 
the  granting  of  licenses  affecting  trade  they  are  expressly  confined 
to  '  shop,  saloon,  tavern,  auctioneer  and  other  licenses,  in  order 
to  the  raising  of  a  revenue,  for  Provincial,  Local  or  Municipal 
purposes,'  a  provision  under  which  a  revenue  may  be  derived  from 
the  sale  and  traffic,  but  which  the  prohibition  of  the  sale  or  traffic 
would  entirely  destroy,  and  which  would  be  in  direct  antagonism 
with  the  privilege  thereby  conceded. 

"  We  by  no  means  wish  to  be  understood  that  the  Local 
Legislatures  have  not  the  power  of  making  such  regulations  for 
the  government  of  Saloons,  Licensed  Taverns,  &c,  and  the  sale  of 
spirituous  liquors  in  public  places,  as  would  tend  to  the  preservation 
of  good  order  and  prevention  of  disorderly  conduct,  rioting  or 
breaches  of  the  peace.  In  such  cases,  and  possibly  others  of  a 
similar  character,  the  regulations  would  have  nothing  to  do  with 
trade  or  commerce,  but  with  good  order  and  Local  Government, 
matters  of  municipal  police  and  not  of  commerce,  and  which 
municipal  institutions  are  peculiarly  competent  to  manage  and 
regulate;'*  but  if,  outside  of  this,  and  beyond  the  granting  of 
the  licenses  before  referred  to,  in  order  to  raise  a  revenue  for  the 
purposes  mentioned,  the  Legislature  undertakes  directly  or  in- 
directly, to  prohibit  the  manufacture  or  sale,  or  limit   the   use  of 

*  This  is  exactly  the  doctrine  which  is  established  by  the  Privy  Council  in 
Hodge  v.  The  Queen;  the  holding  in  which  case  has  been  entirely  misunderstood. 
It  is  a  mistaken  idea  to  suppose,  as  many  seem  to  do,  that  Hodge  v.  The  Queen, 
has  introduced  a  new  principle  in  the  construction  of  the  B.  N  A.  Act.  The 
leading  point  established  by  it  accords,  exactly,  with  the  law  as  above  laid  down 
by  Ritchie,  C.  J. 
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any  article  of  trade  and  commerce,  whether  it  be  spirituous  liquors, 
flour,  or  other  articles  of  merchandise,  bo  as  actually  and  absolutely 
to  interfere  with  the  traffic  in  such  artioles,  and  thereby  prevent 
trade  and  oommerce  being  carried  <>n  with  fespeol  bo  them,  we  arc 
dearly  ol  opinion  they  assume  to  exercise  a  legislative  power  which 
pertains  exclusively  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  and  in  our 
opinion  the  Act  of  the  Local  Legislature  declaring  'thai  no  license 
for  the  >alc  of  spirituous  liquors  shall  be  granted  or  issued  within 
any  Parish  or  Municipality  in  the  Province  when  a  majoritj  of 
the  ratepayers,  residents  in  each  Parish  or  Municipality,  shall 
petition  the  Sessions  or  Municipal  Council  against  issuing  any 
license  within  such  Parish  or  Municipality,'  is  idtr<i  rircs  the 
Local  Legislature." 

This  case  was  followed  by  Ex  parte  Mansfield,  in  the  same 
I  lourt,  -  P.  A:  P>.  56,  when  ii  was  again  held  by  the  whole  Court, 
that  the  Local  Legislatures  have  no  power,  directly  or  indirectly, 
to  prohibit  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors,  "such  power  hclonaiiu/  cx- 
chi.dwly  to  t/u  Parliament  of  (  hnada."  Allen,  C.  J.,  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  full  Court,  constituted,  then,  of  himself,  and 
Wki.don,  Fisiiek,  Wetmoee  and  Duff,  JJ.,  said, — 

'•  This  case  cannot  be  distinguished  from  that  of  the  Queen  v. 
The  Justices  of  King's  County,  where,  under  precisely  similar 
circumstances,  the  sessions  of  King's  County  refused  to  grant  a 
tavern  license  to  one  McManus,  and  this  Court  granted  a  man- 
damus, on  the  ground  that  the  Local  Legislature  had  no  power, 
directly  or  indirectly,  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors, 
such  power  belonging  exclusively  to  (he  Parliament  of  Canada.  We 
adhere  to  that  decision,  and  to  the  reasons  on  which  it  was  founded, 
which  may  be  considered  as  incorporated  in  this  judgment,  and, 
therefore,  we  shall  make  the  rule  absolute  for  a  mandamus,  as  ap- 
plied for.' 

And,  yet,  this  very  Court,  constituted  exactly  as  above,  which 

had,  unanimously,  held, — "adhering  to  the  decision  and  the  rea- 

on    which    it    was   founded, "   in    Regina  v.  The  Justices   of 

Kings, — that,  u  directly  or  indirectly  to  prohibit  the  sale,  of  spirituous 

liquors"  belonged  "  exclusively  to  the    Parliament  of  Canada,"  held 

in  Ex  parte  Grieves,    not,  in  that  name,  reported  on  this  point), 

that — 

THE  'AN  ADA  TEMPERANCE  ACT,  OF  1878, 

'dlra  vire*.  The  judgments,  particularly  of  Weldon,  Fisher, 
and  Wetmobe  JJ.,  were,  probably,  the  most  ridiculous  of  all  the 
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judgments  that  have  yet  been  delivered  on  this  ultra  vires  question, 
and  we  notice,  that,  in  Regina  v.  Taylor,  36  U.  C,  Q.  B.,  183,  the 
deduction  is  there  stated,  from  the  holding  in  that  case,  that  the 
exclusive  power  given  in  the  91st  section  to  the  Dominion  Parlia- 
ment is  not  exclusive  as  against  the  Local  Legislatures,  but  as 
against  the  Imperial  Parliament !  That  was  rather  an  extraordin- 
ary provision  in  the  "  Distribution  of  Legislative  Powers"  cer- 
tainly !  but  even  that  pales  before  the  absurdities  in  the  judgments 
which  we  shall  now  examine,  in  Ex  parte  Grieves. 

Thus,  while  on  the  one  hand,  stating  the  law  exactly  as  it  is, 
they  say, — 

"  Under  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  1867,  section  91,  sub-section  2,  the 
powers  of  Parliament  extend  to  the  regulation  of  Trade  and  Com- 
merce ;  and  if  this  Act  is  within  the  powers  of  this  section,  NO  objec- 
tion AS  TO  ITS   CONSTITUTIONALITY  CAN  BE  SUSTAINED." 

And,  again, — 

11  If  the  provisions  of  this  section  (the  99th  section  of  the  C. 
T.  Act),  are  necessary  for  the  regulation  of  the  trade  in  intoxicating 
liquors  in  the  different  Provinces,  then  though  they  may  appear 
to  trench  upon  property  or  civil  rights,  or  to  limit  the  power  of 
the  Local  Legislature  to  raise  a  revenue  from  saloon,  tavern,  or 
other  licenses,  they  must  be  deemed  to  be  within  the  power  of  Par- 
liament ;  if  they  are  not  necessary  they  are  ultra  vires/' 

Right  in  the  very  teeth  of  these  thoroughly  correct  statements 
of  the  law,  then,  as  though  they  had  not  the  slightest  idea  in  the 
world  of  the  meaning  or  effect  of  what  they  had  just  been  saying, 
as  quoted  above,  they  go  on  with  such  nonsense  as  the  following  : — 

"The  power  to  legislate  by  this  section  (the  91st  of  the  B.  N. 
A.  Act,)  is  expressly  confined  to  matters  not  coming  within  the 
classes  of  subjects  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the 
Provinces ;  so  that,  however  plausible  an  argument  might  be  raised 
upon  the  previous  part  of  the  section,  where  the  matter  comes  within 
the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Local  Legislatures, 
Dominion  legislation  must  be  stayed.  .  .  What  right  has  the 
Dominion  Parliament  to  declare  what  shall  be  the  law,  and  what 
a  breach  of  it,  in  reference  to  the  very  class  of  subjects  so  withheld 
from  the  Dominion  Parliament,  and  exclusively  given  to  the  Pro- 
vincial Legislature,  and  to  impose  a  penalty  for  the  violation  ? 
.  .  The  Provinces  had  the  right  to  the  making  and  enforcement 
of  municipal  regulations  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  sec.  92, 
and  the  Dominion  Parliament  had  no  power  to  interfere  with  such 
Provincial  rights." 


C  \  N  A  I > I  AN  OONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

Ami  the  climax  of  absurdity  is  fairly  reached  in  the  following 
quotation  from  Mr.  Justice  Wetmore's  judgment : — 

•  "  T/i,  n  as  to  property  and  civil  rights  these  are  exclusively  under 
the  control  of  the  Local  Legislatures.  The  law  authorises  the  im- 
l». nation  and  manufacture  of  liquors  on  payment  of  certain  duties. 
When  legally  imported  or  manufactured,  liquor  is  the  subject  of 
property  as  much  bo  as  a  horse  or  any  other  description  of  personal 
property.  The  owner  has  just  the  same  right  in  and  to  it,  as  he 
can  have  to  or  in  any  other  personalty,  and  he  has  a  right  to  use 
it  and  dispose  of  it  at  his  own  will,  and  |)lcasnr<',  subject  to  any 
local  enactment  or  regulation,  and  the  Dominion  Parliament  has  no 
right  or  power  to  interfere  in  the  .slightest  degree  with  it.  simply  because 
the  Imperial  Act  has  declared  thai  in   reference  to  property 

AM'    civil    RIGHTS    IN    BACB    PROVINCE,  THE   LEGISLATURE  MAY 
KX«   1  I  SH  I'.I.V     MAKE    LAWS    IX    RELATION    THERETO." 

It'  Parliament  had  "  no  right  or  power  to  interfere  in  the  slight- 
est degree"  with  property  or  civil  rights,  how  in  the  world  it  was 
going  to  legislate  in  reference  to  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  or  to 
the  numerous  other  subjects  in  sec.  91  that  had  property  or  civil 
rights  for  their  very  essence,  never  occurred  to  those  sapient  judges  ; 
who,  really,  until  the  utter  absurdity  of  their  judgments  was  pub- 
licly exposed,  actually  were  priding  themselves  on  their  judgments 
as  wonderful  achievements  ;  and  wonderful  achievements  they  really 
are!  but  in  a  sense  entirely  different  from  their  views  of  them 
when  they  were  first  delivered.  Of  course  with  such  reasoning, 
and  ignoring  all  that  was  stated  in  their  judgments  as  to  the 
dominant  power  of  Parliament  incase  of  conflict  arising  as  between 
the  subjects-matter  in  the  91st  and  92nd  sections,  they  declared 
that  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  was  ultra  vires,  on  the  ground  of 
its  interference  with  the  subjects- matter  in  Nos.  9,  13,  and  1G  of 
the  clauses  of  sec.  92. 

And,  really,  aside  of  their  absurd  self-contradictions,  and  utter 
ignoring  of  the  powers  of  Parliament  on  the  subjects-matter  enu- 
merated in  section  91  ;  if  the  question  simply  were  as  to  whether 
the  Canada  Temperance  Act  did  interfere  with  the  Provincial 
right  to  legislate  as  to  Licenses;  to  Property  and  Civil  Rights 
in  the  Province,  or  to  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature  in 
the  Province,  it  would  be  very  difficult,  and  we  see  no  escape 
from  it,  very  absurd,  to  hold,  (notwithstanding  all  that  there  may 
b  in  the  Privy  Council  case  of  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  7  App.  Cas. 
829,  yet  to  be  examined;,  that  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  did  not 
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interfere  with  all  those  things ;  and,  if  that  of  itself  were  sufficient 
to  make  the  Act  ultra  vires,  that  it,  unquestionably,  was  so. 

But,  inasmuch,  as  it  had  been  very  clearly  decided  by,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  Supreme  Court  of  N.  B.  itself,  over  and  over  again  ; 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  by  the  Privy  Council  Board, 
that  legislation  by  Parliament,  within  the  legitimate  scope  and 
meaning  of  the  various  subjects-matter  in  section  91,  is  perfectly 
valid  ;  then  it  became  clear,  that,  if  the  Canada  Temperance  Act 
were  within  the  regulation  of  Trade  and  Commerce  or  any  other  of 
the  subjects-matter  enumerated  in  section  91,  it  was  valid,  thd>  it 
did  interfere  with  Property  and  Civil  Rights;  the  granting  of 
Licenses,  or  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature  in  the  Province. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Allen,  though  not  less  wrong  in  his 
judgment,  (with  which  Duff  J.  concurred),  than  his  brother 
judges,  was,  at  least,  much  more  consistent  in  his  judgment  than 
they. 

Thus,  while  we  see  him  laying  down  the  law,  properly,  very 
much  as  did  his  brother  judges  at  the  outset  of  their  judgments, 
thus, — 

"  If  the  Act  was  a  regulation  of  Trade  and  Commerce  within 
the  words  of  the  91st  section,  the  fact  that  it  affected  Property  and 
Civil  Rights  would  not  be  sufficient  to  establish  its  unconstitution- 
ality. No  doubt  this  Act  does  affect  Property  and  Civil  Rights  ; 
but  there  are  many  subjects  over  which  the  Dominion  Parliament 
has  undoubtedly  the  exclusive  right  of  legislation,  which  also  af- 
fect Property  and  Civil  Rights  in  the  Province,  e.  g.  Bankruptcy 
and  Insolvency ;  Navigation  and  Shipping ;  the  Fisheries  and 
others.  In  these  cases  where  the  exclusive  power  is  given  to  the 
Dominion  Parliament,  the  general  powers  given  to  the  Local  Legis- 
lature by  section  92  mast  yield,  Robertson  v.  Steadman,  3  Pugs.  621. 

"In  cases  where  the  Dominion  Parliament  has  the  exclusive  right 
to  legislate  its  power  is  supreme  and  it  would  be  no  valid  objection  to 
an  Act  so  passed,  that  it  interfered  with  private  rights  ;  and  if  the  Act 
in  question  related  to  a  subject-matter  w^hich  was  within  the  pro- 
visions of  section  91  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  it  could  not  be  objected 
that  the  effect  of  it  was  to  prevent  persons  from  selling  as  they 
thought  proper,  property  which  they  had  acquired  before  the  Act 
passed  ; " — 

he  took,  at  least,  the  more  consistent,  if  equally  unsound  posi- 
tion, that  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  which  is  an  Act  regulat- 
ing the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors,  is  not,  within  the  meaning  of 
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the    \*\-\    BOOtton,   an    Ad    regulating    Trtde;   and    joined    with    Ins 

brother  judges  in  holding  the  A.ot  ultra  vira  Be  being  an  Inter- 
ference with  tin-  right  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  legislate  <>n  the 
subjects-matter  named  in  clauses  :»,  18  and  16  of  section  92. 

Those  judgments  seemed  to  us  bo  utterly  absurd,  that;  in  a 

lengthy  review  of  them,  published  in  St.  John,  N.  l'>.,  in  ( )et.,  1*7!), 

we    pointed  out,  very  plainly,  the  transparent    fallacies  with  which 

they  abounded  j  and,  after  a  very  exhaustive  examination  of  the 
authorities  in  that  Province  bearing  on  the  questions  involved,  we 
claimed  to  have  established  the  following  propositions  : — 

•■  First,  Thai  the  Dominion  Parliament  and  the  Local  Legis- 
lature-, have  not.  Bfl  has  been  claimed,  concurrent  powers,  but  that 
Parliament  has  the  dominant,  and  the  Local  Legislatures,  the 
subordinate  power. 

■  9  &ond, — Thai  subject  to  this  dominant  power,  the  rights  of 
the  Local  Legislatures,  whether  as  to  the  granting  of  licenses;  to 
Property  and  Civil  Rights,  or  to  matters  ol"  a  local  nature,  have  to 
yield  ;  Dot  less  in  this  case  than  in  the  analogous  oases  where  Par- 
liament legislates  as  to  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency;  to  Naviga- 
tion ami  Shipping,  and  other  similar  subjects — classes  of  questions 
decided  in  our  own  Courts;  and 

"Third, — That  an  Act  regulating  the  traffic  in  Intoxicating 
Liquors,  for  the  promotion  of  temperance  ;  or  for  the  peace,  order, 
and  good  government  of  Canada  is  within  the  powers  of  section  91 
of  the  Act,  and  is  infra  virc.i  Parliament." 

We  then  added, — 

"  We   can  see  no  reason  why  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada 
should  not  sustain  these  three  propositions,  and,  we  do  not  hesitate 
to  say  that  we  have  not  the  slightest  doubt  whatever  that  they  will 
-u-tained  by  that  Court." 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that  this  statement  proved  to  be 
correct. 

Tin-  question  came  up  again  after  this  in  the  same  Court,  in 
The  Queen,  v.  The  Mayor,  &c,  of  Frederieton,  3  P.  &  B.  139, 
when  the  same  judgments  as  were  delivered  in  Ex  parte  Grieves, 
Were,  with  -••me  slight  modifications,  adhered  to.  PALMER  J.  wdio 
had  become  a  sixth  member  of  the  Court,  delivered  a  dissenting 
judgment,  which  is  very  loosely  reasoned;  rambling,  and  in- 
coberent  Following  the  position  previously  taken  by  Mr.  Thom- 
son in  EUgina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kings,  2  Pugs,  635,  Mr.  Justice 
PALMS*  rested  his  judgment  very  largely  on  the  claim  that  the  Act 
wa-  criminal  legislation;  and,  therefore,  was  within  the  exclusive 
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power  of  Parliament.  But  this  would  no  more  give  the  power  to 
Parliament  than  would  the  clause  as  to  the  Regulation  of  Trade 
and  Commerce  ;  and  that  the  Act  comes  within  this  clause  is  much 
clearer  than  the  other  view  of  it.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Canada 
rest  their  judgment  on  the  Act  being  within  the  Regulation  of 
Trade  and  Commerce,  and  place  no  stress  on  the  position  taken  by 
Judge  Palmer.  The  Privy  Council,  while  not  denying  that  the 
Act  was  within  the  Regulation  of  Trade  and  Commerce,  make 
scarcely  any  reference  whatever  to  the  Criminal  Law  view,  but 
find  a  new  basis  for  their  judgment. 

Mr.  Justice  Palmer  ridicules  one  of  his  brother  Judges  for 
his  reference  to  the  interference  with  the  Civil  Rights  of  indivi- 
duals, by  the  Act ;  as  preventing  the  use  of  intoxicating  liquors 
for  various  domestic  purposes.  References  to  those  instances  of 
interference  with  Civil  Rights,  which,  clearly,  made  out  that  there 
was  such  an  interference,  may  be  necessary  when  we  examine  the 
judgment  of  the  Privy  Council  in  the  matter. 

IN   THE   SUPREME    COURT    OF    CANADA. 

We  will  now  proceed  to  consider  the  important  and  interesting 
questions  we  are  examining,  as  they  are  next  presented  to  us  in 
the  case  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  in  the  City  of 
Fredericton  v.  The  Queen,  3  S.  C.  R.  505,  where  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  below  was  reversed.  It  will  be  necessary  to  examine 
the  views  of  the  learned  Judges  in  this  case  at  some  considerable 
length. 

Two  propositions  by  Mr.  Lash,  Counsel  for  the  Appellants, 
read  together,  are  not,  in  themselves,  in  one  sense,  unsound. 
Thus, — "  That  the  Provincial  Legislatures  have  only  such  legisla- 
tive powers  as  have  been  specially  conferred  on  them  by  the  B.  N. 
A.  Act,  and  that  the  whole  balance  of  the  legislative  power  over 
the  internal  affairs  of  Canada  and  the  Provinces  composing  it,  rests 
with  the  Parliament  of  Canada;"  and,  that,  "When  the  powers 
specially  conferred  upon  the  Dominion  Parliament  clash  with  the 
powers  of  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  the  latter  must  give  way." 
Yet,  at  the  same  time,  the  first  of  these  propositions,  as  an  in- 
dependent one,  is  open  to  the  criticism  that  the  B.  N.  A.  Act 
assumes,  in  its  "  Distribution  of  Legislative  Powers,"  to  specify 
the  powers  given  to  each  ;  and  the  description  of  the  powers  given 
to  Parliament  is  quite  as  special  as  it  is  in  relation  to  the  powers 
given  to  the  Legislatures.  The  position,  therefore,  taken  by  the 
learned  Counsel  in  the  first  of  these  propositions,  does  not,  except 
in  one  sense  to  which  we  shall   hereafter  advert,  assist  us  in  the 
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construction  of  the  Act.  Even  the  general  language  used, 
whether  as  to  Parliament  or  the  Legislatures,  is  special  as  to  the 
powers  of  the  one  relatively  with,  or  as  against,  those  of  the  other. 
Other  quite  different  principles  than  thai  certain  Bpeoifio  powers 
are  riven  to  the  Legislatures  and  all  else  to  Parliament,  are 
required  to  be  oonsidered  in  meeting  the  difficulties  that  arise  when 

the  subjects-matter  legislated  upon  are  within,  or  conflict  with,  the 
special  power-  given  to  each  of  the  legislative  bodies,  as  it  is 
claimed  that  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  does.  Before  we  leave 
the  matter,  we  hope  to  make  clearer,  than,  from  the  public  statements 
now  being  made,  it  at  present  is,  what  is,  really,  on  the  questions 
now  vexing  the  Dominion,  the  ratio  decidendi  of  all  the  well 
decide.!  oases. 

In  answer  to  an  enquiry  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice, 
Sik  Wm.  Ritchie,  Mr.  Maelaren,  Counsel  with  Mr.  Lash, 
observed, — 

"  Our  answer  is  that  Parliament  has  power  to  regulate  trade 
and  commerce  in  such  a  way  as  to  promote  the  good  government 
of  the  country.  Then  also  it  is  said  that  this  Act  interferes  with 
the  exclusive  control  given  to  the  Local  Legislatures  over  munici- 
pal institutions  in  the  Province,  and  matters  affecting  civil  rights 
and  property.  My  contention  is  that  the  Dominion  Parliament 
has  full  power  to  legislate  upon  all  matters  strictly  within  its 
jurisdiction,  no  matter  what  effect  it  may  have  on  classes  of  matters 
comprised  in  those  assigned  by  sec.  92  to  the  Legislatures  of  the 
Provinces  ;  and  I  base  my  contention  on  the  concluding  lines  of 
sec.  91.  The  Court  below  has  not  given  full  force  to  the  words 
'shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within  the  class  of  matters  of  a 
local,  etc'  " 

This  statement  of  the  claim  in  the  case  covers  exactly  what 
the  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  decides.  The  learned 
Chief  Justice  virtually  assented  to  it,  with  the  observation  that 
"The  Dominion  Parliament  can  deal  with  shipping,  and  can  it 
not  do  so  irrespective  of  the  power  given  to  the  Local  Legislatures 
a-  to  tin-  civil  rights  over  the  subject?" 

And  in  reply  to  a  question  by  Mr.  Justice  Hknrv,  Mr. 
Maclarem  stated  this  sound  position: — "Where  there  is  an  ap- 
appaniit  conflict,  in  so  far  as  it  is  a  bona  fide  regulation  of  trade 
and  commerce,  the  local  interest  must  give  way.  I  think  this  is  a 
fair  construction  to  put  on  the  concluding  words  of  section  91." 

Mr.  Kaye'a  position  for  the  Respondent,  was,  broadly,  that,  in 
the  distribution  of  legislative  powers,  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  assigns 
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exclusively  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  the  power  of  legislation 
in  relation  to  all  matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects 
named  in  sec.  92,  excluding  any  like  power  in  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  with  respect  to  these  matters  ;  thus  giving  no  force 
whatever  to  the  over-riding  power  in  the  over-riding  language, 
particularly,  of  the  opening  clause  of  sec.  91. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice,  states,  very  clearly,  the  effect  of 
the  language  in  sees.  91  and  92,  thus, — 

"  If  the  Dominion  Parliament  legislates  strictly  within  the 
powers  conferred  in  relation  to  matters  over  which  the  B.  N.  A. 
Act  gives  it  exclusive  legislative  control,  we  have  no  right  to 
enquire  what  motive  induced  Parliament  to  exercise  its  powers. 
The  statute  declares  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Commons,  to 
make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada, 
in  relation  to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the  class  of  subjects  by 
this  Act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces, 
and,  notwithstanding  anything  in  the  Act,  the  exclusive  legislative 
authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  extends  to  all  matters 
coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated,  of  which  the 
regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  is  one ;  and  any  matter  coming 
within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated,  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  come  within  the  classes  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private 
nature  comprised  in  the  enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects  by 
the  Act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces." 
Unless  it  can  be  denied  that  this  is  a  correct  summary  of  the 
Act,  relating  to  the  matter,  then,  unless  by  judicial  decision, — 
"  Judge-made  law" — the  Act  is  repealed,  the  above  quoted  passage 
settles,  clearly  and  unmistakably,  the  law  on  the  question,  beyond 
a  peradventure.  That  it  is,  as  to  the  question  in  dispute,  a  correct 
statement  of  the  very  language ;  the  essence  ;  the  very  letter  and 
spirit,  of  the  Act,  is,  absolutely,  unquestionable.  Then,  it  is  not  a 
question  of  political  bias  at  all ;  but  a  plain  statement  of  the  clear 
law  of  the  case,  on  this  point ;  that,  with  respect  to  all  bona  fide 
legislation  of  Parliament  on  the  subjects-matter  named  in  the  91st 
section,  such  legislation  is  good,  no  matter  how  much  it  over-rides, 
excludes,  supersedes  or  interferes  with  the  power  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  to  legislate  with  respect  to  the  classes  *  of  local  or 

*This,  advisedly,  mark,  (as,  perhaps  inadvertently,  but,  it  is  claimed  correct- 
ly, has  been  done  by  Sir  Wm,  Ritchie,  in  the  italicised  passage  above),  does  not 
strictly  follow  the  language  of  the  Act,  in  using  the  plural  word  '"classes"  instead 
of  the  singular  word  *■  class."  In  so  using  the  word,  there  in  a  marked  disagree- 
ment with  Sir  Montague  E  Smith,  who.  in  the  Parsons  Insurance  Case,  mis- 
construed the  closing  clause  of  the  91st  section,  where  the  language  occurs  ;  as 
will  be  hereafter  shown. 
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private  subjects  enumerated  in  the  Mnd  Beotioa.  Beyond  this 
prinoiple  laid  dawn,  bo  dearly,  by  fche  learned  Chief  Justiob, 
there  is  -till  another  correct  prinoiple  of  oooatruction  to  which  we 
shall  require  to  direct  attention  in  connection  with  the  examination 
<>t'  tin'  case  we  are  now  considering  ;  which.  Prom  the  Privy  (  krancils 
view,  assuming  it  to  he  right,  may,  possibly,  still  further  enlarge 
the  power  of  Parliament  under  the  Act,  as  against  the  right  of  the 
Local  Legislatures  to  legislate  as  1<>  nine  local  or  private  matters 
in  the  Province.  That  Other  rule  of  construction  we  will  Consider 
When  we  reach  the  case  in  the   Privy  Council. 

The  fallowing  additional  paragraph  from  the  judgment  of  the 
learned  (Uti'F  JUSTICE,  on  the  point,  is  equally  clear,  and  we 
submit,  equally  indisputable: — 

"  It  ha-  been  likewise  very  strongly  urged  that  the  Dominion 
Parliament  cannot  have  the  right  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  intoxi- 
cating liquors,  as  a  beverage,  because  to  do  so  would  interfere  with 
the  right  of  the    Local  Legislatures  to  grant  licenses  and  to  deal 
witli  property  and  civil  rights  and  matters  of  a  purely  local  char- 
acter, and  so  interfere  with  the  right  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to 
raise  a  revenue  by  means  of  shop  and  tavern  licenses.     I  fail  to 
appreciate  the  force  of  this  objection.      If  substantial  it  would  pro- 
hibit to  a  great  extent  the  Dominion  Parliament  from   legislating 
in  respect  to  that  large  branch  of  trade  and  commerce  carried  on  in 
intoxicating  beverages,  and  so  take  away  the  full  right  to  regulate 
alike  foreign  and  internal  commerce.     If  they  cannot  prohibit  the 
internal   traffic  because   it  prevents  the  Local    Legislatures   from 
raising  a  revenue  by  licensing  shops  and  taverns,  the  same  result 
would  he  produced  if  the  Dominion  Parliament  prohibited  its  im- 
portation or  manufacture.     For,  by  the  same  process  of  reasoning, 
it   must   follow,    that  they  could  not    prohibit  its  importation  or 
manufacture,  or  in  any  way  regulate  the  traffic,  whereby  the  sale 
or  traflic  should  be  injuriously  affected,  and  so  the  value  of  licenses 
be  depreciated  or  destroyed.      In    my  opinion,   if  the  Dominion 
Parliament,  im  //><■  exercise  <>/  and  within  its  legitimate  and 
wndoubted  rigid  i<>   regulate  trade  and  commerce,  <i<l<>/>i  such 
regulations  as  '<  n  their  practical  operation,  conflict  or  interfere 
,<■:,<),  //,,■  beneficial  operation  of  local  legislation,  then  the  lam  oj 
thr  Local  Legislature  must  yield  to  /!"■    Dominion  Law,  because 
matter-  coming  within  the  subjects  enumerated  as  confided  to  Par- 
liament, are  not  to  be  deemed  to  come    within  the  matters  of  a 
local  ixit, ,,->,"  (this,  a-  w«  Bhall  Bee,  is  not  the  way  Sik  Montague 
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E.  Smith  and  the  Privy  Council  would  erroneously  put  it),  "  com- 
prised in  the  enumeration  of  subjects  assigned  to  the  Local 
Legislatures.  In  other  words,  the  right  to  regulate  trade  and 
commerce  is  not  to  be  over-ridden  by  any  local  legislation  in  refer- 
ence to  any  subject  over  which  power  is  given  to  the  Local 
Legislature." 

Mr.  Justice  Taschereau,  also,  puts  the  matter  very  clearly, 
and  very  correctly,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  following  paragraph ; 
which  paragraph  covers  another  important  ground  in  addition  to 
the  position  taken  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice;  as  shown  in  the 
extracts  we  have  made  above.  The  additional  point  named  by 
the  learned  Judge  is  the  one  to  which  we  intend  referring  more 
particularly  when  examining  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council 
in  the  case.  We  make  the  following  important  extract  from  the 
judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau  : — 

"  Section  91  of  the  Imperial  Act  is  clear  on  this  :  It  expressly 
authorizes  the  Federal  Parliament  to  make  laws  in  relation  to  all 
matters  not  exclusively  assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  and 
enacts  in  express  terms,  that  the  enumeration  given  of  the  classes 
of  subjects  falling  under  the  control  of  the  Federal  Parliament  is 
given  for  greater  certainty,  but  not  so  as  to  restrict  the  rights  of 
the  Federal  Parliament  generally  over  all  matters  not  expressly 
delegated  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures.  If  this  Temperance  Act 
would  be  ultra  vires  of  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  because  the 
B.  N.  A.  Act  does  not  give  them  the  power  to  enact  it,  I  fail  to 
see  why  it  is  not  intra  vires  of  the  Dominion  Parliament.  Then, 
it  seems  to  me,  that  under  the  words  '  regulation  of  trade  and 
commerce,'  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  expressly  gives  the  Dominion  Par- 
liament the  right  to  this  legislation.  It  may,  it  is  true,  interfere 
with  some  of  the  powers  of  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  but  sec.  91 
clearly  enacts  that,  notwithstanding  anything  in  this  Act ;  not- 
withstanding that  the  control  over  local  matters,  over  property 
and  civil  rights,  over  tavern  licenses  for  the  purposes  of  raising  a 
revenue,  is  given  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  the  exclusive 
legislative  authority  of  the  Dominion  extends  to  the  regulation  of 
trade  and  commerce,  and  this  Court  has  repeatedly  held,  that  the 
Dominion  Parliament  has  the  right  to  legislate  on  all  the  matters 
left  under  its  control  by  the  Constitution,  though,  in  doing  so,  it 
may  interfere  with  some  of  the  powers  left  to  the  Local  Legislatures." 

We  would,  respectfully,  submit,  that  the  latter  part  of  this 
paragraph,  is  a  clear,  honest  statement  of  the  law  as  the  statute 
E 


66  CANADIAN  ctiNsrrn PTIONAL  LAW. 

itself  (fives  it  to  us.  It  is  a  diffioulty  inseparable  from  written 
Constitutions,  as  with  oodes,  that,  in  their  practical  operation, 
oonflicta  and  difficulties  arise  not  previously  anticipated,  involving 
construction,  and  very  often  leading  to  misconstruction  ;  very  mnoh 
ofwhioh  latter  has  already,  in  different  decisions  of  the  Provincial 
Courts,  accumulated  ;il>< >ut  the  1>.  N.  A,  Act,  1867.  The  first 
part  of  the  paragraph  we  will  examine  more  fully  at  a  later  stage 
of  this  investigation,  as  already  intimated. 

It  isalso  respectfully  submitted  that  the  following  paragraphs 
from  the  judgment  of  that  able  and  usually  accurate  Judge,  Mr. 
Justice  GwYNNE,  (Ibid.,  564),  do  not  furnish  a  reliable  rule  of 
oonstruotioD  in  the  matter.     Thus,  says  the  learned  Judge, — 

"  All  that  is  necessary,  therefore,  in  order  to  determine 
whether  any  particular  enactment  is  intra  or  ultra  vires  of  the 
Parliament.  i>  t»  enquire:  does  or  does  not  the  enactment  in 
question  deal  with,  or  legislate  upon,  any  of  the  subjects  assigned 
exclusively  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  V  If  it  does,  it  is  ultra, 
if  it  docs  not,  it  is  intra  vires  of  the  Dominion  Parliament." 

If  this  were  law,  then,  as  Parliament,  in  passing  the  Canada 
Temperance  Act,  "  dealt  with,"  or  "  legislated  upon,'' — as  was  not 
down  to  this  stage  of  the  case  seriously  and  intelligently  questioned 
at  all  —  Property  and  Civil  Rights  and  Licenses,  then,  according  to 
that  rather  singular  statement  of  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne,  such 
legislation  was  ultra  vires.  But  if  so,  so  also  was  all  the  legislation 
of  Parliament  with  reference  to  trade  and  commerce,  bankruptcy 
and  insolvency,  and  hosts  of  other  subjects,  the  legislation  in  refer- 
ence to  which,  ex  necessitate  rei,  involved  dealing  with  or  leg  is/ '■<  it  - 
iii'j  u/pon  some  one,  or  other,  or  others,  of  the  subjects-matter 
assigned  "  exclusively  to  the   Provincial  Legislatures." 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  that  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne  could 
have  laid  down  so  unsound  a  proposition  as  the  above.  But  he 
ha-  not  only  done  so,  but  repeats  the  error.  After  setting  forth 
the  opening  and  closing  clauses  of  section  91,  the  learned  Judge 
again  erroneously  repeats  the  unreliable,  and,  really,  unsound 
"test;"  thus,  (p.  565),— 

u  Here,  then,  to  dispel  all  doubts,  if  any  should  perchance 
arise  in  certain  cases,  and  to  remove  all  excuse  for  any  encroach- 
ment by  the  Dominion  Parliament  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Local  Legislatures,  or  for  any  assumption  by  the  latter  of  the 
sovereign  power  and  authority  of  the  former,  two  tests  are  given  by 
our  charter  for  the  ready  determination  in  every  case  of  the  ques- 


CANADIAN  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.  67 

tion,  whether  a  particular  enactment  is  or  is  not  ultra  vires  of  the 
Dominion  Parliament,  or  of  the  Local  Legislatures ;  namely : — 

"  First, — if  to  the  question  '  does  the  particular  enactment 
deal  with  any  of  the  particular  subjects,  assigned  exclusively  to  the 
Local  Legislatures  ? '  a  plain  answer  in  the  affirmative  or  negative 
can  be  given  free  from  any.  doubt,  that  settles  the  point.  If  the 
answer  be  in  the  affirmative,  the  enactment  in  question  is  beyond 
the  jurisdiction ;  if  in  the  negative,  it  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Dominion  Parliament." 

This  is  open  to  the  same  observations  as  were  made  with 
reference  to  the  first  quotation  from  Judge  Gwynne's  judgment. 
It  is  unsound,  as  has  been  shown.  And,  not  only  is  it  unsound, 
but  it  is  directly  opposed  to  what  the  learned  Judge  calls  "the 
second  test,"  which,  unlike  the  other,  is  a  real  test  in  the  matter ; 
and  agrees  with  the  statements  in  the  valuable  extracts  from  the 
judgments  of  the  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau. 
Judge  Gwynne  says, — 

"  But  to  remove  all  doubts,  in  case  the  enactment  under  con- 
sideration should  be  of  a  nature  to  raise  a  doubt,  whether  it  does  or 
not  deal  with  one  or  other  of  the  matters  particularly  enumerated 
in  the  92nd  section,  the  second  test  may  be  applied,  uamely :  'does 
the  enactment  deal  or  interfere  with  any  of  the  subjects  particularly 
and  for  greater  certainty  enumerated  in  the  91st  section?'  If  it 
does,  then,  (notwithstanding  that  it  otherwise  might  come  within 
the  class  of  subjects  enumerated  in  the  92nd  section),  it  is  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Dominion  Parliament,  for  the  plain  meaning 
of  the  closing  paragraph  of  the  91st  section  is,  that,  notwithstand- 
ing anything  in  the  Act,  any  matter  coming  within  any  of  the  sub- 
jects enumerated  in  the  91st  section  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come 
within  the  class  of  subjects  enumerated  in  the  92nd  section,  how- 
ever much  they  may  appear  to  do  so." 

This  is  so  well,  and  so  accurately  stated,  that  it  makes  the  pre- 
vious incorrect  paragraphs  appear  the  more  remarkable.  Follow- 
ing this,  the  general  reasoning  pf  the  learned  Judge  agrees  with 
his  position  in  the  paragraph  just  quoted.  But,  as  he  proceeds, 
carrying  his  argument  in  this  new  direction  rather  far,  the  learned 
Judge,  it  is  submitted,  limits  to  too  great  an  extent  the  power  of 
legislation  in  the  Local  Legislatures,  and  deprives  them  of  powers 
that  legitimately  belong  to  them  ;  at  least  as  regards  some  of  the 
subjects-matter  in  section  92.     The  following  is  the  passage, — 

"  All  subjects  of  whatever  nature,  not  exclusively  assigned  to 
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i!k'  Local  Legislatures,  are  plaoed  under  the  supreme  oontrol  of  the 
Dominion  Parliament,  and  no  matter  ia  exclusively  assigned  to  the 
1  Legislatures,  unless  it  be  within  one  of  the  subjects  expressly 

enumerated  in  section  92  and  isat  the  same  time  outside  of  all  of  the 

enumerated  in  section  91,  l>\  which  term  'outside  of  I  mean 
does  not  involve  any  interference  with  any  of  the  subjects  com- 
prehended in  any  such  items." 

Right  in  the  ve^y  teeth  of  this  rule,  -(amis  the  fact  that  the 
solemnization  of  marriage,  one  of  the  subjects  in  Bee.' 92),  is  not 
"  outside  of,"  but  is  right  inside  of,  and  docs  involve  an  interfer- 
ence with  the  Bubject  of  marriage  one  of  Lhe  subjects  of  sec.  91. 
So,  i"".  is  the  legislating  on  Trade  Licenses  right  inside  of,  and 
involves  an  interference  with,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  subject  of 
Trade,    The  learned  Judge  evidently  saw  the  difficulty  as  regards 

his  last  named  rule,  which,  again,  is  not  a  sound  one;,  as  regards 
the  first  named  subject,  (solemnization  of  marriage),  and  has 
fought  hard.  p.  566, &c.),  to  get  over  the  difficulty  in  his  way; 
hut  is  not  successful.  After  we  get  through  with  the  examination 
of  the  cases,  and  we  come  to  answer  the  questions  stated  at  the 
Commencement  of  this  treatise,  we  will  see,  if,  on  this  last  named 
point,  (i.  e.  a-  to  the  rights  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  legislate), 
we  cannot  furnish  a  more  correct  rule. 

The  same  question  of  solemnization  of  marriage,  to  which  we 
have  referred,  has,  more  than  once,  been  thought  to  present  a 
difficulty  in  the  way  of  our  accepting,  as  the  rule  of  construction 
in  all  cases,  the  plain,  simple  rule  that  the  statute  itself  gives  us. 
We  may  as  well  deal  with  that  now.  Take  the  rule  laid  down 
in  the  statute,  and  as  a  test,  apply  it  specially  to  the  two  subjects- 
matter,  and  Bee  what  is  the  clear,  legal  effect  ;  which  is  that,  carry 
as  where  it  will,  which  we  are  seeking  in  the  matter.  If  the 
provision  is  an  unwise  or  injurious  one  ;  the  remedy  is  by  its  legal 
repeal  by  the  necessary  legislation  ;  not  by  construing  away  that 
which  is  the  expre<s  law  in  the  matter. 

The  Act  gives  the  "  Exclusive  Power"  for  the  Provincial 
Legislatures  to  legislate  on  the  subject  of  "  The  Solemnization  of 
Marriage  in  the  Province,"  but  it  provides,  that,  "  for  the  peace, 
order  and  good  government  of  Canada,"  Parliament — notwithstand- 
ing that  it  is  provided  in  the  Act  that  the  Local  Legislatures  may 
exclusively  legi-late  on  the  subject  of  the  solemnization  of 
marriage  in  the  Province— shall  have  the  exclusive  legislative 
authority  to  legislate  on  the  subject  of  marriage,  and  any  matter 
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coming  within  the  subject  of  marriage,  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come 
within  the  subject  of  solemnization  of  marriage,  no  matter  how 
much  it  may  appear  to  do  so,  or  how  much  it  may  actually  do  so, 
so  as  to  prevent  or  interfere  with  Parliament  legislating  effectually 
and  bona  fide  on  the  subject  of  marriage.  This,  as  we  have  seen, 
over  and  over  again,  is  the  only  construction  that  the  language  in 
sections  91  and  92  is  fairly  open  to.  It  is,  alike,  the  construction 
of  the  Privy  Council  in  all  their  well  decided  cases  ;  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  and  of  all  the  well  decided  cases  in  the  matter, 
in  the  Provincial  Courts. 

This,  then,  in  this  most  extreme  case,  is  the  result,  that  legis- 
lation by  Parliament  on  marriage  is  good,  no  matter  how  much  it 
may  interfere  with  the  subject  of  solemnization  of  marriage  in  the 
Province.  It  may  be  said  that  this  is  begging  the  question.  Not 
by  any  means.  It  is  simply  making  a  clear,  plain,  honest  applica- 
tion of  the  Statute  within  its  express  language.  It  is  but  another  ap- 
plication of  the  Privy  Council  Case,  which,  under  precisely  the  same 
inexorable  rule  in  the  Act,  holds  that  legislation  by  Parliament  on 
Insolvency,  is  good,  no  matter  how  much  it  interferes  with  the  so- 
called  "  exclusive"  legislative  power  of  the  Legislatures  on  Pro- 
perty and  Civil  Rights;  procedure  in  the  Provincial  Courts,  or 
with  any  other  of  the  "exclusive"  powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures. 

As  an  instance,  perhaps  not  inapt,  of  the  power  of  Parliament 
to  legislate  on  marriage  so  as  to  effect  solemnization  of  marriage 
in  the  Province.  Suppose  Parliament  passed  a  general  act  legal- 
izing marriage  with  a  deceased  wife's  sister ;  but,  with  the 
provision  that  it  would  require,  before  the  marriage  could  be 
solemnized,  that  a  special  license  should  be  obtained  from  the  Gov- 
ernor of  the  particular  Province,  and,  (to  meet  the  objections  of 
some  clergymen),  that  it  be  solemnized  before  a  Justice  of  the 
Peace.  This  would  be  legislating  on  marriage,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  with  reference  to  the  solemnization  of  marriage  in  the  Pro- 
vince; and,  not  only  would  it  be  good  within  the  express  terms 
of  the  Act ;  but,  unless  good,  then,  on  neither  the  ground  on  which 
the  Canada  Temperance  Act  has  been  sustained  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada,  nor,  on  the  very  different,  and  much  stronger  ground, 
as  we  shall  see,  on  which  it  was  sustained  by  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee of  the  Privy  Council,  could  that  Act  have  been  held  intra 
vires.  We  name  these  questions  of  marriage  and  solemnization  of 
marriage,  because  they  have  heen  steered  clear  of  so  often ;  or  else 
have  been  met  by  the  most  fanciful  treatment  in  the  attempts  to 
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gel  clear  of  the  difficulties  that  they  seemed  to  present  to  any 
uhard  and  fast  rule  or  canon  of  construction."  For  an  extremely 
fantastic  way  <>t'  treating  this  Bubject,  see,  in  the  oaae  we  arc  con- 
sidering, per  Mr.  Justioe  Gwi  hnb,  •"»  S.  C.  P.  568. 

The  most  satisfactory  way  to  test  the  oorreotness  of"  hard  and 
fast  rule-"  i<  with  extreme  oases. 

It  i-  respectfully  submitted  that  the  learned  Judge,  (Mr. 
Justioe  <iw  y\nk  .  is  agaiu  wrong  when  he  says,  (p.  ;">71), — 

"  Th*  unerring  test  to  determine  whether  the  power  to  pass 
the  Act  is,  or  is  not,  voted  in  the  Dominion  Parliament  is  to  en- 
quire, under  the  application  of  the  rule,  as  I  have  stated  it,  is,  does 
it,  or  does  it  not.  deal  with  a  subject  jurisdiction  over  which  is 
given  exclusively  to  the  Local  Legislatures?  for,  if  not,  it  is 
vested  in  Parliament." 

As  before  intimated,  that  is  no  test  at  all  ;  as  there  are  many 
things  that  would  come  within  property  and  civil  rights,  (classes  of 
subjects  declared  to  be  within  the  "exclusive"  jurisdiction  of  the 
Local  Legislatures),  that,  as  being  within  trade  and  commerce; 
insolvency  ;  the  fisheries,  and  many  others  of  the  subjects  named 
in  section  91,  would  not  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  at  all. 

A  better  rule — at  hast  to  test  the  powers  of  the  Local  Legis- 
latures— is  one  furnished  by  the  Privy  Council,  Sib  Montague 
E,  Smith  delivering  the  judgment,  in  the  Citizens  Insurance  Co. 
'■.  Parsons,  7  App.  Cas.  109,  thus, — 

"  The  first  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  the  Act  impeached 
falls  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  sect.  92, 
ami  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces  ;  for 
if  ii  does  not,  it  can  be  of  no  validity,  and  no  other  question 
would  then  a/rise.  It  is  only  "'hen  an  Act  of  the  Provincial 
Legislature  pi- 1  in 'i  facie  falls  within  one  of  these  classes  of  sub- 
j,  eta  that  the  next  question  arises  ;  viz.,  ivhether,  notwithstanding 
this  is  80,  the  subject  of  the  Act  does  not  also  fall  within  one  of  the 
<  i"i  merated  d<  isses  of  subjects  in  sec.  91,  and  vjhether  or  not,  (the 
ratio  decidendi  of  the  case))  it  so  falls  ivithin  the  class  insect.  91 
as  to  be  thereby  "over-borne,"  an  equivalent  for  "over-ridden"), 
by  tl"   power  of  the  Dominion    I'm-/ lament?     We  will  further, 

ifter,  consider  the  point  with  the  case  from  which  we  take  the 
rule. 

Mr.  Justice  IIknky's  dissenting  judgment,  on  the  validity  of 
tin'  Canada  Temperance  Act.  in  which   he  differs  with  all  the  rest 
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of  his  brothers  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  was  as  fallacious 
as  the  judgments  of  Weldon,  Fisher  and  Wetmore,  J  J.,  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  N.  B.  It  is  observable  in  Valin  v.  Langlois, 
3  S.  C.  R.  63,  that  Mr.  Justice  Henry  in  quoting  the  first  clause 
of  sec.  91,  entirely  omits  the  important  and  over-riding  closing 
portion  of  that  clause,  and  reasons  as  though  it  were  not  there. 
That,  however,  in  Valin  v.  Langlois  was  not  important,  as  the 
question  as  to  the  right  of  Parliament  arose  there,  rather  under 
sec.  41,  than  under  the  whole  of  the  first  clause  of  sec.  91.  In  the 
City  of  Fredericton  v.  The  Queen,  (Ibid.,  505),  the  question  was 
quite  otherwise.  There  the  important  clause  was  the  opening 
clause  of  the  91st  section,  and,  yet,  that  is  absolutely  ignored  by 
the  learned  Judge,  and  he  reasons,  first,  as  though  that  clause  had 
no  existence  ;  and,  second,  ignoring  the  first  clause,  he  entirely 
misstates  the  effect  of  the  closing  clause  of  sec,  91.    Thus,  p.  551, — 

"  We  are  bound  I  think,  to  conclude  that  in  using  the  general 
term,  (i.  e.  trade  and  commerce),  it  was  not  intended  to  reach  the 
subject  specifically  provided  for  in  sub-section  9  of  92.  It  was 
clearly  intended  to  give  the  licensing  power  to  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures, because  the  section  so  plainly  and  unequivocally  so  provides ; 
but  then  it  is  contended  the  concluding  clause  of  91  over-rides  the 
specific  provision  in  sub-section  9  of  92,  and  virtually  ignores  it,  if 
the  general  term  as  employed  in  regard  to  trade  and  commerce 
includes  the  subject-matter." 

The  learned  Judge  does  not  assent  to  the  correctness  of  that 
view  ;  and,  yet,  in  Valin  v.  Langlois,  without  considering  at  all  the 
"  over-bearing,"  "  over-riding,"  "  over-ruling  "  effect  of  the  closing 
part  of  the  first  clause  of  section  91,  particularly  in  connection 
with  the  closing  clause  of  that  section,  Mr.  Justice  Henry  laid 
down  the  principle  more  correctly,  (p.  62),  and  so  as  to  include  the 
point  involved  in  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  Case;  thus, — 

"  There  is  but  a  small  minority  of  the  subjects  given  ex- 
pressly to  the  Dominion  Parliament  that  do  not  affect  '  civil  rights 
within  the  Province/  and  its  whole  legislation  in  respect  of  them 
is  clearly  an  authorized  invasion  of  the  powers  of  local  legislation  con- 
ferred by  the  general  term  '  civil  rights  in  the  Province.'  The  whole 
purview  of  the  Act,  with  a  proper  consideration  of  the  subjects,  is 
evidence  of  the  policy  to  limit  local  legislation  to  those  '  civil  rights 
in  the  Province'  not  included  specially  or  otherwise  in  the  powers 
given  to  the  Dominion  Parliament." 
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But,  iii  tin'  application  <>t'  the  above,  within  its  fair  meaning,  it 
iaBubmitted  that  the  learned  Judge  went  too  far  in  limiting tha 
legislative  power  of  the  Provinces,  with  respeot  t<>  a  subject-matter 
that  may  ooine  within  oue  <•(  the  more  generator  larger,  subjects- 
matter  given  to  Parliament.  For  as,  as  has  been  shown,  it  may  he 
witbiu  the  powerofthe  Local  Legislatures  to  legislate  with  respeot 
i.>  subjects  matter  in  tin'  92nd  section,  that  may  he  perfectly  good  ; 
and  _\  el  Buob  legislation  may  be  "  over  home  "  or  "  over-ridden  "  by 
the  subsequent  legislation  of  Parlimnenl  on  the  wider  subject-matter. 
The  learned  Judge  indeed  seems  to  have  discovered  his  mistake 
in  loo  greatly  limiting  the  legislative  power  of  the  Local  Legis- 
latures, and  not  seeing  his  way  out  of  it  otherwise,  came  to  another 
wrong  conclusion  j  thus,  (j>.  547), — 

"If  there  be  not  concurrent   legislative  powers,  and  the  Act, 

/.  (.  the  Canada  Temperance  Act),  is  intra  vires,  then  the  necessary 

conclusion  is.  thai  all  the  local  legislation  on  the  subject  of  shop, 

saloon,  tavern,  and  auctioneers' licenses  since  the  1st  of  July,  1867, 

has  been  ultra  vines'' 

Thus,  jumping  from  extreme  error  to  extreme  error,  on  the 
principle  that  "extremes  produce  extremes,"  the  learned  Judge 
involves  himself  in  another  absurdity  in  suggesting  the  following 
fancied  difficulty  : — 

"  Under  such  circumstances,"  he  adds,  "it  would  be  interest- 
ing  to  enquire,  where  there  is  any  law  in  force  restraining  the  sale 
nl'  spirituous  liquors  in  counties  or  cities  which  have  not  adopted 
the  <  'anada  Temperance  Act,  1<S78." 

See  this  point,  incidently  considered  by  Lord  SeLBOENE,  in 
L'Union  St.  Jacques  de  Montreal  v.  Belisle,  and  by  Allen,  C.  J., 
Ex  parte  Ellis,  cited  supra.  It  is  matter,  also,  that  is  covered  by 
the  first  of  the  questions  we  stated,  at  the  outset  of  this  discussion, 
and  which  we  propose  to  make  the  cases  we  are  citing,  and  the 
reasoning  from  them,  answer,  with  the  other  questions  proposed.  We 
will   then   show,  clearly,  how  Mr.  Justice  Henry  has  again  erred. 

We  have  now  to  consider  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  Case 
before  the 

JUDICIAL    COMMITTEE   OF   THE    PRIVY   COUNCIL, 

where  it  appears  nom.  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  7  App.  Cas,  829. 
The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  affirmed,  holding  that 
the  Act  was  u  within  the  legislative-  competency  of  the  Dominion 
Parliament.''  The  Privy  Council  also  held  "That  the  objects  and 
e  of  the  Act  are  general,  viz.  to  promote  temperance  by  means 
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of  a  uniform  law  throughout  the  Dominion,  and  relate  to  the  peace, 
order  and  good,  government  of  Canada,  and  not  to  the  class  of 
subjects  '  property  and  civil  rights.'  " 

Mr.  Benjamin,  in  this  case,  claimed  that  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures had  exclusive  power  to  raise  money  by  licenses,  and  that  the 
Dominion  could  not  interfere  therewith  by  legislating  with  regard 
to  the  commodities  which  are  the  subject  of  licenses.  That  it  was 
a  local  matter.  That  it  was  also  within  sec.  13  as  to  property  and 
civil  rights  in  the  Province.  The  respondent's  counsel  were, — 
from  the  view  taken  by  their  Lordships, — heard  only  in  reference 
to  sub-section  16,  "  Matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature  in  the 
Province."  The  respondent's  counsel  contended  that  "  If  a  matter 
can  only  affect  the  particular  locality,  directly  or  indirectly,  then  it 
is  left  to  local  legislation."  That,  "  If,  on  the  other  hand,  such 
private  or  local  matter  falls  within  any  of  the  subjects  enumerated 
in  sect.  91,  provincial  legislation  cannot  deal  with  it."  The  learned 
counsel  also  took  the  position  that  the  case  came  within  the  words 
" regulation  of  trade  and  commerce"  and  also  within  "Criminal 
Law."  The  position  was  also  taken,  as  was  held  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  that  if  it  came  within  either  of  the  clauses  in 
sec.  91,  it  was  immaterial  if  it  did  come  also  within  one  or  more 
of  the  clauses  in  sec.  92  ;  as  these  were  "  over-borne ;"  but,  as  from 
the  view  taken  by  the  Privy  Council,  this  did  not  become  material, 
the  counsel  were  not  reported  on  that  point. 

As  intimated,  this  case  establishes  a  doctrine  far  beyond  any- 
thing that  had  been  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
relative  to  the  dominant  power  of  Parliament,  in  matters  of  conflict 
between  the  two  legislative  bodies.  We  have  before  stated  the 
rules  from  the  Parsons  Insurance  Case.  In  this  case  one  of  those 
rules  has  been  given  its  full  practical  effect.  But,  in  this  case, 
from  another  principle  that  has  been  almost  entirely  ignored,  the 
second  rule  in  the  Parsons  Insurance  Case  was  not  required  to  be 
brought  into  requisition.  And  the  fact  is,  the  very  important 
doctrine  established  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  seems  to  have  been 
lost  sight  of ;  probably  because  the  very  essence  of  that  case  scarcely 
seemed  to  have  been  seriously  thought  of  previously,  and  the 
decision  has  been  accepted  without  due  examination,  in  any  public 
manner  having  been  made,  of  the  very  important  principle  it  firmly 
establishes  in  connection  with  these  interesting  and  important 
questions.  This  fact  is  certain,  that,  if  what  this  case  really  holds 
is  understood  where  it    ought  to    be    understood,  the  Executive 
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Officers  in  N.  B.  anil  Ontario,  have,  respectively,  pal  most  extra- 
oiilinaix    language  in  tin-  opening  speech  of  the  (Jovernor  of  N.  B., 

and  iii  the  dosing  Bpeeoh  of  the  Governor  of  Ontario,  in  connection 
with  the  Legislatures  ^i'  those  Provinces,  and  made  those  pro- 
minent gentlemen  give  iitteranoe  to  a  great  deal  of  nonsense. 

It  is  proposed  now  to  show,  plainly  and  honestly,  exactly 
what  this  important  ea-e  by  far  the  most  important  that  has  yet 
been  decided  on  the  question — really  holds.  To  make  this  clearer, 
we   will    summarize   the  contention    in    the  courts    helow.      In    the 

Supreme  Courl  of  N.  B.,  it  was  held,  by  three  of  the  five  Judges, 
that  the  Act  wa>  uMra  vi/resj  because  it  was  an  interference  with 
the  right  to  grant  licenses  in  the  Provinces;  with  property  and 
civil  rights,  and  with  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature  in  the 
Province.  It  was  there,  not  contested,  that  the  Act  was  an 
interference  with  all  these  things  ;  but,  it  was  claimed,  according  to 
numerous  decisions  in  that  Court,  from  Regina  v.  Chandler  down, 
that,  if  it  came  also  within  either  of  the  classes  of  subjects  in  the 
!'1m  section,  the  Act  was  good,  no  matter  how  much  it  might 
intei  fere  with  those  in  sec.  92.  Allen,  C.  J.,  probably  the  ablest 
member  of  a  very  weak  Court,  (delivering  the  judgment  of  himself 
and  DUFF,  J.),  conceded  that  if  it  did  come  within  the  legitimate 
meaning  of  the  words,  "  The  Regulation  of  Trade  and  Commerce," 
in  the  91st  section  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  the  Act  in  question  was 
good,  no  matter  how  much  it  might  interfere  with  the  classes  of 
subjects  named  in  section  92;  but,  he  concluded,  with  a  good  deal 
of  hesitation,  that  it  was  not  fairly  within  the  meaning  of  that 
language.  PaLMBR  J.,  in  a  later  case,  took  the  position,  that  the 
Act  was  within  the  clauses  relating  to  Trade,  and  to  Criminal  Law; 
but,  further  than  this,  his  judgment  is  so  unscientifically  prepared, 
it  i-  difficult  to  tell  what  he  really  means  as  to  the  difficulties  in 
the  case.  He  ridicules  Judge  Fisher's  instances  of  interference 
with  property  and  civil  rights  in  connection  with  spirituous  liquors; 
but  those  instances,  as  well  as  more  important  ones,  show,  clearly, 
that  those  different  subjects-matter  enumerated  in  the  92nd  section, 
in  classes  9,  L3  and  16,  are,  unquestionably,  interfered  with  hi/ 
the  Ad. 

Next,  the  (piestion  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada; 
and  there  it  was  again  virtually  conceded  all  around  that  the  Act 
Was — as,  in  fact  cannot  seriously  be  denied- — a  direct  interference 
with  the  different  sub-sections  named  ;  but,  it  was  there  held, 
Hi.vry  .].,  only,  dissenting,  that  this  was  immaterial,  inasmuch  as 
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the  Act,  coming  also  within  the  second  clause  of  the   91st  sec, 
"  over-rocle,"  or  "  over-bore"  the  local  right  in  the  Legislatures. 

But,  before  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  the 
matter  is  made,  by  that  eminent  body,  to  assume  an  entirely  differ- 
ent aspect.  And  to  make  the  doctrine,  which,  in  this  case — and 
the  very  important  doctrine,  too,  that  it  is, — sufficiently  clear  ;  and 
to  show  the  transparent  nonsense  in  which  political  writers  and 
speakers,  have,  recently,  been  indulging  in  the  matter,  who  have 
failed  to  appreciate  recent  Privy  Council  decisions,  we  will  now 
give  a  new  reading  to  a  portion  of  the  first  clause  of  section  91  of 
the  Act.  This,  then,  without  any  reference  to  the  important  clos- 
ing part  of  the  clause,  which  we  have  previously  examined,  and 
without  reference  to  the  clause  at  the  close  of  the  91st  section, 
which  we  have  also  examined,  provides  that  Parliament  may 
"  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada 
in  relation  to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the  classes  of 
subjects  by  this  Act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of 
the  Provinces." 

All,  then,  that  Parliament  is  prevented  from  legislating  upon, 
even  by  this  portion  of  the  clause,  are  such  matters  as  do  not  come 
"within  the  classes  of  subjects"  assigned  to  the  Legislatures.  The 
mistake  that  has  been  made,  assuming  now,  as  we  for  the  present 
do,  that  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  is  law,  in  construing  this  portion  of 
the  clause,  has  been  in  treating  this  language,  shall  not  come 
"within  the  classes  of  subjects  "  assigned  to  the  Legislatures,  as 
being  synonymous  with  "shall  not  relate  to  such  classes  of  subjects." 
This  is  the  important  error,  (assuming  now,  as  aforesaid),  in  this 
tacitly  received  construction  of  this  language,  that  Russell  v.  The 
Queen  removes.  And  by  this  case,  an  Act,  no  matter  how  much 
in  its  general  scope  it  may  interfere  with  the  different  subjects 
named  in  the  different  clauses  of  section  92  ;  if  it  is  an  Act,  as  a 
whole,  (that  is,  really,  the  ratio  decidendi  of  Russell  v.  The  Queen  ; 
for,  incontestably,  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  is  a  direct  inter- 
ference with,  and  cutting  down  of  the  powers  of  the  Local  Legis- 
latures with  respect  to  sub-sections  9,  13  and  16  of  section  92),  for 
the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  which  neither  of 
the  Local  Legislatures  could  pass,  then  it  is  within  the  power, 
under  the  first  portion  alone  of  the  opening  clause  of  section  91,  of 
the  Parliament  of  the  Dominion  to  pass  it.  By  an  examination  of  the 
case,  we  will  now  make  this  clear ;  and,  in  our  examination  of  this 
case,  for  what  is  intended  to  be  an  honest  and  independent  view  of 
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the  law,  \\<  "nl\  wouder  that,  as  far  as  we  are  aware,  it  has  never, 
with  the  important  results  which  it   bears  in  its  train,  been  made 

dear   before.      Had   it    been,  all    the   nonsense  about    "  I  'rovineia  I 

autonomy;"  "  Federal  usurpation,"  &o.,  inside  of  Parliament  and 
the  1  >  caJ  1  legislatures,  and  outside  of  them,  never  could  have  been 
uttered  ;  and  a  cry  would  have  gone  up  of  quite  a  different 
charaaU  r. 

It   is   admitted    at   the   outset,  in    the  judgment    of   the    Privy 

(  Mimeil.  delivered  by  SlR    MONTAGUE  E.  SMITH  ;     |>.  836),  that  — 

"    The  etleet   of  the    Act    when    brought    into  force  in  any  county 

or  town  within  the  Dominion,  is,  describing  it  generally, to  prohibit 
the  Bale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  except  in  wholesale  quantities,  or 
for  certain  specified  purposes,  to  regulate  the  traffic  in  the  excepted 
ca-es  and  to  make  sales  of  liquor  in  violation  of  the  prohibition 
and  regulations  contained  in  the  Act,  criminal  offences,  punishable 
by  line,  and  for  the  third  or  subsequent  offence  by  imprisonment/' 

Here,  then,  it  is  clearly  shown,  that  if  this  Act,  resulting  in 
such  consequences,  as  named,  is  sustained,  then  is  established  the 
right  of  Parliament  to  pass  such  an  Act,  the  consequences  of  which, 
as  above  shown,  will  be  to  interfere  with  property  and  civil  rights, 
in.  ami  connected  with,  spirituous  liquors  and  their  sale,  in  the 
Provinces  ;  with  the  granting  of  shop,  saloon  and  tavern  licenses 
for  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors;  and  with  all  such  local,  private, 
or  municipal  rights  and  powers  as  are  connected  with  spirituous 
liquors  and  their  sale  in  the  Provinces.  So  declaring  such  Act 
valid,  then,  shows  a  right  and  power  to  legislate  by  Parliament  in 
that  and  in  all  analogous  cases,  so  as  to  interfere  with,  "  over-ride," 
"over-bear/'  and  "  exclude"  the  legislation  of  the  Proviuces  in 
respect  to  the  subjects-matter  of  the  Act  as  far  as  they  are  there 
legislated  upon  ;  notwithstanding  the  subordinate  powers  given  to 
the  Local  Legislatures  in  respect  to  the  matters  named  in  the  dif- 
ferent classes  of  sec.  92  ; — these  all,  as  far  as  they  are  involved  in 
the  fair  construction  of  the  Act,  being  over-ridden,  over-borne,  and 
excluded  by  such  Parliamentary  Act,  affecting  them. 

The  principles  upon  which  this  important  result  is  reached — 
a  result  by  the  way,  of  which  a  large  portion  of  the  intelligent 
public  of  Canada,  seem  not  to  have  at  all  apprehended — are  just 
a-  in  our  introductory  remarks  to  this  case,  we  have  stated  them  ; 
applied  there,  though,  observe,  as  in  the  Parsons  Case,  to  test  the 
validity  of  an  Act  of  the  Local  Legislature.  His  Lordship, 
referring  to  the  rules,  'which,  in  order  to  meet  and  dispose  of  some 
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vicious  rules  of  our  Judges,  relative  to  the  validity  of  Acts  of  the 
Local  Legislatures,  we  have,  somewhat  in  anticipation  of  our 
examination  of  the  case,  already  stated),  laid  down  in  the  Parsons 
Insurance  Case,  says, — 

"  According  to  the  principle  of  construction  then  pointed  out, 
the  first  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the  Act  now  in 
question  falls  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in 
section  92,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the 
Provinces.     If  it  does,  then  the  further  question  would 

ARISE,  viz.  WHETHER  THE  SUBJECT  OF  THE  ACT  DOES  NOT  FALL 
WITHIN  ONE  OF  THF  ENUMERATED  CLASSES  OF  SUBJECTS  IN  SECT. 
91,  AND  SO  DOES  NOT  STILL  BELONG  TO  THE  DOMINION  PARLIA- 
MENT. But,  if  the  Act  does  not  fall  ivithin  any  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  in  sect.  92,  no  furtheu  question  will  remain,  for  it 
cannot  be  contended,  and  indeed  was  not  contended  at  their 
Lordships'  bar,  that,  if  the  Act  does  not  come  within  one  of  the 
classes  of  subjects  assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  had  not,  by  its  general  power  '  to  make 
laws,  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada/  full 
legislative  authority  to  pass  it." 

His  Lordship,  then,  after  thus  laying  down  these  important 
doctrines,  names  the  three  different  classes  of  subjects  in  the  92nd 
section  of  the  Act,  in  consequence  of  the  existence  of  which  it  has 
been  so  strongly  claimed  in  this  Dominion  that  the  x\.ct  was  ultra 
vires,  as  being  an  interference  with  the  right  of  the  Legislatures  to  leg- 
islate with  respect  to  the  subjects-matter  named  in  those  classes; 
namely  the  9th,  13th  and  16th  ;  and  then  proceeds  to  show — not 
that  the  Act  is  not  an  interference  with  those  subjects-matter,  for  the 
very  contrary  is  shown — but  that  the  Act  in  question  does  not  "  fall 
within"  either  of  those  sub-sections  ;  i.  e.,  is  not  such  an  Act  as 
would  be  within  the  competency  of  the  Local  Legislature  to  pass  under 
either  of  the  said  sub-sections. 

It  is  then  shown  that  it  does  not  come  within,  (it  interferes  with, 
pretty  clearly,  and  breaks  it  down  and  "  over-rides"  it),  the  clause  re- 
lating to  licenses,  as  folio ws, — ■ 

"  The  Act  in  question  is  not  a  fiscal  law ;  it  is  not  a  law  for 
raising  revenue ;"  (the  9th  class  is  "  licenses  in  order  to  the  raising 
of  a  revenue") ;  on  the  contrary,  the  effect  of  it  may  be  to  destroy  or 
diminish  revenue;  indeed  it  was  a  main  objection  to  the  Act  that 
in  the  City  of  Frederiction  it  did  in  fact  diminish  the  sources  of 
municipal  revenue,.     It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  matter  of  the 
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Art  m  nai  u-ithin  the  class  of  subject  No,  9,  and  consequently  that  it 
could  not  have  been  passtd  by  the  Provincial  Legislature  by  virtue 
of  uni/  authority  conferred  upon  it  l>;i  thai  wb  section" 

A  t ten t ion  is  also  directed  to  the  faoi  thai  the  power  of  grantr 
in>:  licenses  is  not  assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  for  the 
purpose  "l*  regulating  trade  as,  it  is  thus  conceded,  the  Canada 
Temperance  Act  is  suoh  an  Act,  (contrary  to  the  very  strong  contesta- 
tion «>t'  .1  u.Il:.'  II  knuv.  and  of  all  tin-  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court 
ot'  N.  1'..  in  Ex  i>iirh  Grieves),  but,  "in  order  to  the  raising  of  a 
revenue  for  provincial,  local  or  muncipal  purposes." 

The  next  paragraph,  so  fully  deals  with  the  question,  and  lays 
down  such  important  principles,  that  we  insert  it  entire  ;  thus, — 

"  It  appears  that  by  statutes  of  the  Province  of  New  Bruns- 
wick, authority  has  been  conferred  upon  the  municipality  of 
Frederieton  to  raise  money  for  municipal  purposes  by  granting 
licenses  of  the  nature  of  those  described  in  No.  9  of  Sect.  92,  and 
that  licenses  granted  to  taverns  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
were  a  profitable  source  of  revenue  to  the  municipality.  It  was 
contended  by  the  appellant's  counsel,  and  it  was  their  main  argu- 
ment <m  this  part  of  the  ease,  that  the  Temperance  Act  interfered 
prejudicially  with  tlie  traffic  from  which  this  revenue  was  derived,  and 
thus  invaded  a  subject  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Provincial  Legisla- 
ture. But,  supposing  the  effect  of  the  Act  to  be  prejudicial  to  the 
revenue  derived  by  the  municipality  from  license,  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  the  Dominion  Parliament  might  not  pass  it  by  virtue  of  the 
general  authority  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good 
government  of  Canada.  Assuming  that  the  matter  of  tlie  Act  dors 
full  within  the  class  of  subject  described  in  No.  9,  that  sub-section  can 
in  no  way  interfere  with  the  general  authority  of  the  Parliament  to 
deal  with  that  mutter.  If  the  argument  of  the  appellant  that  the 
power  given  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  to  raise  a  revenue  by 
Licenses  prevents  the  Dominion  from  legislating  with  regard 'to  any 
art  id.-  or  commodity  which  was  or  might  be  covered  by  such 
licenses,  were  to  prevail,  the  consequence  would  be  that  laws  which 
might  be  necessary  for  the  public  good  or  the  public  safety  would 
not  be  enacted  at  all.  Suppose  it  were  deemed  to  be  necessary  or 
expedient  for  the  national  safety,  or  for  political  reasons,  to  pro- 
hibit the  sale  of  arms,  or  the  carrying  of  arms,  it  could  not  be  con- 
tended that  a  Provincial  Legislature  would  have  authority,  by 
virtue  of  sub-section  9,  which  alone  is  now  under  discussion),  to 
pass  any  such  law,  nor,  if  the  appellant's  argument  were  to  prevail, 
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would  the  Dominion  Parliament  be  competent  to  pass  it,  since  such 
a  law  would  interfere  prejudically  with  the  revenue  derived  from 
licenses  granted  under  the  authority  of  the  Provincial  Legislatures 
for  the  sale  or  the  carrying  of  arms.  Their  Lordships  think  that 
the  right  construction  of  the  enactments  does  not  lead  to  any  such 
inconvenient  consequences.  It  appears  to  them  that  legislation  of  the 
hind  referred  to,  though  it  might  interfere  with  the  sale  or  use  of  an 
article  included  in  a  license  granted  under  sub-section  9,  is  not  in 
itself  legislation  upon  or  within  the  subject  of  that  sub-section,  and 
consequently  is  not  by  reason  of  it  taken  out  of  the  general  power  of 
the  Parliament  of  the  Dominion.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  ex- 
press provision  of  the  Act  in  question  that  no  license  shall  avail  to 
render  legal  any  act  done  in  violation  of  it,  is  only  the  expression, 
inserted  probably  froai  abundant  caution,  of  what  would  be  ne- 
cessarily implied  from  the  legislation  itself,  assuming  it  to  be 
valid." 

Their  Lordships  next  show  that  no  matter  how  much  the 
Act  may  interfere  with  property  and  civil  rights,  inasmuch  as  the 
Act  in  question  could  not  have  been  passed  by  the  Local  Legis- 
latures within  the  proper  meaning  of  those  terms,  as  used  in  sub- 
section 13,  the  Act  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Parliament  ; 
concluding  their  argument  on  this  point,  thus, — 

"  Few,  if  any,  laws  could  be  made  by  Parliament  for  the 
peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  which  did  not  in 
some  incidental  way,  affect  property  and  civil  rights ;  and  it  could 
not  have  been  intended,  when  assuring  to  the  Provinces  exclusive 
legislative  authority  on  the  subjects  of  property  and  civil  rights,  to 
exclude  the  Parliament  from  the  exercise  of  this  general  power 
whenever  any  such  incidental  interference  would  result  from  it. 
The  true  nature  and  character  of  the  legislation  in  the  particular 
instance  under  consideration,  must  always  be  determined,  in 
order  to  ascertain  the  class  of  subject  to  which  it  really  belongs.7' 

The  last  sentence  of  the  above  has  a  direct  bearing  on  the 
correct  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  in  the  Fisheries 
Case  ;  which,  like  the  Mercer  Escheat  Case,  as  we  have  shown,  has 
been  entirely  misapprehended ;  the  principles  on  which  these 
cases  were  decided  being  simple  in  the  extreme  ;  and  in  no  way, 
whatever,  breaking  down  and  affecting  the  rule  given  in  the  latter 
part  of  the  first  clause  of  sect.  91,  that,  in  cases  of  conflict  between 
the  powers  of  Parliament  and  of  the  Local  Legislatures,  respecting 
the  bona  fide  legislating  upon  the  subjects  enumerated   in  sees.  91 
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rod  92,  respectively,  the  powers  of  Parliament  over-ride ;  and,  as 
faxes  may  be  oeooooary  in  the  partioular  ease,  break  down  the 
powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures  with  respect  to  the  mutters  named 
in  sec,  92,  thai  may  be  affected  by   the  legislation   of  Parliament, 

lioiia  ndi.  within  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  sec.  91. 
Russell  ''•  TheQueen  establishes  theadditional  doctrine  that,  unless 
the  Act  of  Parliament,  in  question,  for  the  peace,  order  and  good 
government  of  Canada,  conies  within  one  or  other  of  the  sub- 
Beotioos  of  section  92,  so  that  the  Act  could  lie  passed  by  the  Local 
Legislatures,  by  virtue  thereof,  the  Act  in  question  is  intra  vires 
Parliament,  no  matter  how  much  it  may  interfere  with  or  destroy 
the  powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  legislate  with  respect  to 
the  subjects-matter  named  in  such  sub-sections  ;  just  as  the  Canada 
Temperance  Act,  as  "  would  be  necessarily  implied  from  the 
legislation  itself,"  even  without  it  having  been  expressed  in  the 
Act,  was  held,  in  the  case  we  are  examining,  to  render  all  the 
licenses  within  the  purview  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  invalid. 

In  dealing  with  the  question  as  to  whether  the  Act  "fell 
within,"  (not  interfered  with  or  over-rode),  sub-section  16,  relative 
to  •'  matters  of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the  Province," 
and  deciding  that  it  did  not,  it  is  observed,  that, — 

"  It  was  not,  of  course,  contended  for  the  appellant  that  the 
Legislature  of  New  Brunswick  could  have  passed  the  Act  in 
question,  which  embraces  in  its  enactments  all  the  Provinces  ;  nor 
>r,is  if  denied,  with  respect  to  this  last  contention,  that  the  Par- 
liament of  Canada  might  have  passed  an  Act  of  the  nature  of 
tJtat  uiubr  ilisius.sion  to  take  effect  at  the  same  time  throughout 
flu  whole  Dominion." 

Hut  it  was,  u  of  course, ,"  as  we  have  seen,  very  strongly  con- 
tended in  this  Dominion,  that  Parliament  could  not  pass  "  an  Act 
of  the  nature  of  that  under  discussion  to  take  effect  at  the  same 
time  throughout  the  whole  Dominion  ;"  and  one  of  the  grounds 
upon  which  this  strong  contention  was  based,  was,  that  such  an  Act 
would  interfere  with  the  right  of  the  Local  Legislatures  with 
respect  to  matters  of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the  Pro- 
vinces. A  good  deal  has  been  made  of  the  statement  by  the 
Judicial  ( lommittee  of  the  Privy  Council,  that  the  case  of  Russell  v. 
The  Queen  has  been  misunderstood.  It  is  quite  obvious,  that,  in 
one  direction,  it  has  been  egregiously  misunderstood.  Why,  to 
this  very  day,  it  is  argued,  just  as  was  held  by  the  majority  of  the 
Judges  in  the  Supreme  Court  of   New    Brunswick,   on   this   same 
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question,  and  as  was  urged  by  counsel  in   the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada,  that  the  Parliament  of  the  Dominion  cannot  pass  an  Act 
the  effect  of  which  is  to    interfere  with  ;    to    "  over-ride,"    or    to 
"  exclude"  the  legislation  of  the  Local  Legislatures  ;  notwithstand- 
ing the  clear,  unequivocal,  most  extreme  holding,  on  that  point,  in 
this  same  case  of  Russell  v.  The  Queen.     Their   Lordships  were 
so  entirely  unprepared  seriously  to  consider  such  an  absurd  position, 
that  it  is  not  surprising  that  they  were  a  little  mystified,  (we  are 
not  now  taking  the  position  that  that   whole  judgment  is  unmiti- 
gated nonsense),  as  to  what  the  contestation  really  was,  of  those, 
who,  to-day,  still    claim    that    the   Local  Legislatures    have   an 
absolutely   exclusive   power   to   legislate  with    respect  to  all   the 
subjects-matter  in  section  92  ;  and  that  Parliament  has  no  right  or 
power  to  interfere,  in  its  legislation,  with   any   of  such  subjects- 
matter.     Why,  the  opening  speech  of  the  Lieut.  Gov.  of  N.  B.,  and 
the  closing  speech  of  the  Lieut.  Gov.  of  Ontario,  at  the   opening 
and  closing,  respectively,  of  the  last  session  of  the  Legislatures  of 
those  Provinces,  were  conspicuous  for  claiming  that  recent  cases  went 
to  preserve  "  the  political  autonomy  of  the  Provinces  against  the 
dangers  which  threaten  it  from  Federal  encroachments  ;"  mean- 
ing thereby,  that  those  cases   had  established  some  very  different 
doctrine  from  that  which  is  embodied  in  the  latter  part  of  the  first 
clause,  and  in  the  closing  clause  of  section  91  ;  and  which  now,  by 
the  first  part  of  such  first  clause,  is  shown,  by  this  case  of  Russell 
v.  The  Queen,  to  be  established  by  it  as -well.     To  show  in  what 
a  very  different  way  their  Lordships  supposed  the  contention  to 
be,  we  give  it  as  stated   by  themselves.     They  simply  understood 
the  contention  to  be — 

"  That,  at  least  in  the  absence  of  a  general  law  of  the  Parlia- 
ment of  Canada,  the  Provinces  might  have  passed  a  local  law  of  a 
like  kind,  each  fur  its  own  Province,  and  that  as  the  prohibitory 
and  penal  parts  of  the  Act  in  question  were  to  come  into  force 
in  those  counties  and  cities  only  in  which  it  was  adopted  in  the 
manner  prescribed,  or,  as  it  was  said,  '  by  local  option,'  the  legisla- 
tion was  in  effect,  and  on  its  face,  upon  a  matter  of  a  merely  local 
nature." 

The  learned  Board  seem  to  have  got  that  view  from  a  portion 
of  the  judgment  of  Allen,  C.  J.,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  N.  B., 
in  which  it  was  held  that  "xin  Act  which,  in  effect,  authorizes  the 
inhabitants  of  each  town  or  parish  to  regulate  the  sale  of  liquor, 
and  to  direct  from  whom,  for  what  purposes,  and  under  what  con- 
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ilit ions  spirituous  liquors  may  be  sold  therein,  deals  with  matters 
,»t*:i  merely  local  nature,  which,  by  the  terms  of  the  16th  suh-9ection 

of  section  92  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  arc  within  the  ex- 
clusive control  of  the  Local  Legislatures."  It  is  no  wonder,  amid 
the  strange  collection  of  contradictory  and  absurd  vu  wsthat  the  dif- 
ferent judgments  in  the  ease,  in  the  Supremo  Court  of  N.  B.,  con- 
mined,  that  their  LoBDSHIPS  found  it  dillicult  to  decide  what  those 
really  meant,  and  to  be  candid,  made  it  somewhat  dillicult  to  tell 
what  their  L0BD8HIPS  themselves  meant.  But  meeting  the  very 
moderate  view   of  the  contention,   as   their    LoBDSB  it's   viewed   it, 

even  that  is  summarily  disposed  of  in  the  following  observations, — 
"  Their  LORDSHIPS  cannot  concur  in  this  view.  The  declared 
object  of  Parliament  in  passing  the  Act  is  that  there  should  be 
uniform  legislation  in  all  the  Provinces  respecting  the  traffic  in 
intoxicating  liquors,  with  a  view  to  promote  temperance  in  the 
Dominion.  Parliament  does  not  treat  the  promotion  of  temperance 
as  desirable  in  one  Province  more  than  in  another,  but  as  desirable 
everywhere  throughout  the  Dominion.  The  Act,  as  soon  as  it  was 
passed,  became  a  law  for  the  whole  Dominion,  and  the  enactments 
of  the  first  part,  relating  to  the  machinery  for  bringing  the  second 
part  into  force,  took  effect  and  might  be  put  in  motion  at  once  and 
everywhere  within  it.  It  is  true  that  the  prohibitory  and  penal 
parts  of  the  Act,  are  only  to  come  into  force  in  any  county  or  city 
upon  the  adoption  of  a  petition  to  that  effect  by  a  majority  of 
electors,  but  this  conditional  application  of  these  parts  of  the  Act 
does  not  convert  the  Act  itself  into  legislation  in  relation  to  a 
merely  local  matter.  The  objects  and  scope  of  the  legislation  are 
still  general,  viz.,  to  promote  temperance  by  means  of  a  uniform 
law  throughout  the  Dominion." 

Their  Lordships  conclude  as  follows, — 

"  Parliament  deals  with  the  subject  as  one  of  general  concern 
to  the  Dominion,  upon  which  uniformity  of  legislation  is  desirable, 
and  the  Parliament  alone  can  so  deal  with  it.  There  is  no 
ground  or  pretence  for  saying  that  the  evil  or  vice  struck  at  by  the 
Act  in  question  is  local  or  exists  only  in  one  Province,  and  that 
Parliament,  under  color  of  general  legislation,  is  dealing  with  a 
Provincial  matter  only.  It  is,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  discuss  the 
considerations  which  a  state  of  circumstances  of  this  kind  might 
present.  The  present  legislation  is  clearly  meant  to  apply  a  remedy 
to  an  evil  which  is  assumed  to  exist  throughout  the  Dominion,  and 
the  local  option,  as  it  is  called,  no  more  localizes  the  subject  and 
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scope  of  the  Act  than  a  provision  in  an  Act  for  the  prevention  of 
contagious  diseases  in  cattle,  that  a  public  officer  should  proclaim 
in  what  districts  it  should  come  in  effect,  would  make  the  statute 
itself  a  mere  local  law  for  each  of  these  districts.  In  statutes  of 
this  kind  the  legislation  is  general,  and  the  provision  for  the  special 
application  of  it  to  particular  places  does  not  alter  its  character." 

Their  Lordships  having,  then,  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  Act,  although  it  is  one  that  interferes  with  property  and  civil 
rights  ;  with  the  right  to  grant  licenses,  &c,  does  not  fall  within 
classes  of  subjects  named  in  the  different  sub-sections  of  section 
92,  so  that  the  Provinces  could  pass  such  an  Act;  did  not  find  it 
necessary  to  enquire  whether  it  did  not  also  fall  within  one  of  the 
enumerated  classes  of  subjects  in  sect.  91,  and  so  whether  it  did  not 
still  belong  to  the  Dominion  Parliament ;  but,  as  they  refer  to  it 
as  an  Act  "  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  trade,"  their  reasoning 
shows  very  clearly  that  they  would  have  so  decided,  if  there  had 
been  room  left  to  them,  from  their  somewhat  original  mode  of  look- 
ing at  the  matter,  for  asking  such  a  question.  But,  having  decided, 
that,  although  it  did,  as  they  show,  interfere  with  and  exclude 
rights  and  powers  of  legislation  that  the  Local  Legislatures  other- 
wise would  have  had  under  different  clauses  of  sec.  92 ;  the  Act 
was,  as  being  within  the  power  of  Parliament  to  legislate  for  the 
peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  and  not  an  Act 
which  the  Local  Legislatures  could  pass  under  their  powers  in  the 
92nd  sect.,  a  valid  Parliamentary  Act ;  and  that,  their  Lordships  de- 
cided, ended  the  matter,  and  settled  the  question,  that  the  local 
powers,  under  such  circumstances,  have  to  give  way  to  the  superior 
legislative  power  of  Parliament,  in  such  a  case.  But,  in  finding  it 
unnecessary  to  put  in  force  the  second  part  of  their  rule,  they  say, 
that,  thereby  "they  must  not  be  understood  as  intimating  any  dis- 
sent from  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada  and  other  Judges,  who  held  that  the  Act,  as  a 
general  regulation  of  the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors  throughout 
the  Dominion,  fell  within  the  class  of  subject,  '  the  regulation  of 
trade  and  commerce,'  enumerated  in  that  section,  and  was,  on  that 
ground,  a  valid  exercise  of  the  legislative  power  of  the  Parliament 
of  Canada." 

So,  it  will  now  be  seen,  that,  in  addition  to  the  doctrine  that 
was  previously  established,  under  the  latter  part  of  the  first  clause, 
and  the  closing  clause,  of  the  91st  section,  any  bona  fide  legislation 
by  Parliament  on  the  subjects-matter  enumerated   in  sec.  91,  was 
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valid,  no  matter  how  muoh  suoh  legislation  interfered  with,  or  in- 
fringed upon,  the  subjects  matter  named  in  sea  92;  thai  very  re- 
markable case  of  Russell  v.  the  Queen,  before  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee of  the  Privy  Oounoil,  establishes  the  additional  doctrine, 
that,  if  the  subject-matter  of  fin-  Act  does  not,  bona  fide,  come 
within  any  of  the  clauses  of  section  92,  so  that  the  Local  Legisla- 
ture could  pass  suoh  Act,  then,  aa  an  Acl  passed  by  Parliament  for 
the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  it  is  a  valid  Act  ; 
do  matter  how  much  it  interferes  with;  "over-rides,"  and  "over- 
bears" the  power  of  the  Local  Legislatures  with  respect  to  any  suoh 
Bubjects-matter  in  sec.  92;  without  the  necessity  of  enquiring 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  Act  is  in  reference  to  a  subject  named, 
specifically,  in  the  91st  section. 

That,  then,  down  to  this  point,  is  the  ratio  decidendi  of  all 
the  properly  decided  cases  we  have,  so  far,  examined  ;  assuming,  as 
before  named,  at  this  stage  of  our  investigation,  that  Russell  v.. 

The  Queen  is  properly  decided. 

It  now  remains  for  us  to  examine  the  cases  we  have  not  yet 
examined,  which,  like  the  Mercer  Escheat  case,  and  the  Fisheries 
case,  which  we  have  examined,  it  is  claimed  introduce  a  new  rule, 
..i-  some  modification  of  the  rules  under  which  all  the  cases  we  have 
vet  examined,  rank  themselves;  at  least  as  regards  the  validity  of 
Acts  of  the  Local  Legislatures  within  the  rules  we  have  stated  : 
the  one  important  point  established  by  Russell  v.  The  Queen  being 
that,  because  such  an  Act  of  Parliament,  as  was  there  considered, 
interferes  with,  or  over-rides,  or  excludes  the  power  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  with  respect  to  any  of  the  subjects-matter  named  in 
sec.  92,  it  does  not  thereby  come  within  such  section  92,  so  as  to 
render  it  even  necessary  to  enquire  whether  it  does  not  also  come 
within  section  91,  and  still  be  intra  vires  Parliament ;  unless  it  be 
an  Act  which  not  only  interferes  with  some  of  the  sub-sections 
of  92.  but  which,  also,  under  such  sub-sections,  might  have  been 
enacted  by  the  Local  Legislatures.  We  are  done  with  that  Privy 
( lonncil  case  for  the  present ;  but  we  will  return  to  it  again. 

During  the  campaign  of  February,  1882,  in  St.  John,  N.  B., 
connected  with  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  a  leading  opponent  of 
that  Act,  the  Editor  of  one  of  the  leading  political  journals  of 
(  "anada,  published  an  editorial,  prior  to  the  argument  of  Russell  v. 
The  Queen  before  the  Privy  Council,  in  which  he  asserted  that 
''  the  tendency  of  the  recent  decisions  in  the  Privy  Council  is 
adverse  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act." 
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The  writer  was  interviewed  by  a  leading  representative  of  the  St. 
John  Sun,  as  to  the  correctness  of  this  assertion;  in  answer  to 
which  he  furnished  the  Sun  with  an  analysis  of  the  cases  reported 
in  the  L.  R's,  down  to  that  time,  and  showed  that  the  assertion 
was  not  well  founded.  About  a  week  after  this,  under  the  inspi- 
ration of  the  leading  counsel  in  N.  B.,  opposed  to  the  C.  T.  Act, 
and  quoting  liberally  from  an  editorial  in  the  Toronto  Globe,  in 
which  it  was  alleged,  that,  "  in  view  of  what  the  Privy  Council 
have  said,  (in  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons),  about  Pro- 
vincial jurisdiction  in  matters  of  trade,  the  fate  of  the  Scott  Act, 
now  before  them  on  appeal,  is,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  rendered 
somewhat  doubtful ;  "  claimed  that  the  views  that  the  writer  had 
expressed,  in  the  interview  named,  were  not  law.  In  reply  to  this, 
the  writer  furnished  the  Sun  with  a  strictly  accurate  analysis  of 
the  case  of 

THE  CITIZENS'  INSURANCE  CO.  V.  PARSONS, 
and  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  that  case,  in  the  Privy  Council, 
was  but  an  affirmation  of  the  holding  of  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie,  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  whose  generally  correct  views,  in  that 
Court,  on  matters  relating  to  Constitutional  questions,  under  the  B. 
N.  A.  Act,  it  was  claimed  could  not  be  impugned.  Quoting  the 
language  of  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau  in  that  case,  as  to  the  hold- 
ing of  the  Privy  Council,  in  Gushing  v.  Dupuy,  as  follows,— 
"In  that  case  it  was  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the  provisions 
of  the  Dominion  Insolvency  Act  were  ultra  vires,  because  they 
interfered  with  property  and  civil  rights,  as  well  as  with  the  pro- 
cedure in  civil  matters,  all  of  which  are  assigned  exclusively  to  the 
Provincial  Legislatures  by  the  B.  N.  A.  Act.  Bat  that  conten- 
tion was  disapproved  by  their  Lordships;" — it  was  claimed  that, 
unless  the  Privy  Council  reversed  their  own  previous  judgments, 
the  constitutionality  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  must  be  sus- 
tained ;  and  to  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  ''strike  at  the  root  of 
the  great  mass  of  Dominion  legislation  and  judicial  decision  since 
Confederation."  In  fact,  if  the  views  about  the  "  political  au- 
tonomy of  the  Provinces,"  that  were  then  fore-shadowed,  and  which 
are*  being  so  strongly  pressed  now,  were  sound,  the  Parliament, 
for  legislative  purposes,  would  be  utterly  useless.  The  anticipa- 
tions of  the  Toronto  Globe,  and  its  contemporary,  relative  to  the 
result  in  the  Privy  Council,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  C.  T.  Act, 
were,  happily,  not  sustained. 
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We  proceed  now  to  examine  fchi*  case  of  The  Citizens'  Insur- 
ance Co.  f.  Parsons,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  ;  4  8.  C.  R. 
216.  There  are  two  other  [nauranoe  oases  treated  with  it,  both  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  in  the  Privy  ( 'ouneil,  to  all 
of  winch  we  shall  refer  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  this  examination. 

The  questions  decided  in  these  eases  wore — 

Fust,  That  an  Ontario  "  Fire  Insurance  Policy  Act,"  passed 
since  Confederation,  was  no1  ultra  vires,  and  was  applicable  to 
insurance  Companies,  whether  foreign  or  incorporated  by  the 
Dominion),  licensed  to  carry  on  the  insurance  business  throughout 
Canada,  and  taking  risks  on  property,  situate  within  the  Province 
of  Ontario;  and  second,  that  the  legislation  on  questions,  prescrib- 
ing conditions  incidental  to  insurance  contracts,  passed  in  Ontario, 
relating  to  property  situate  in  Ontario,  was  not  a  regulation  of 
Trade  and  Commerce  within  the  meaning  of  these  words  in  sub- 
see.  2,  sec.  91,  B.  N.  A.  Act.  From  this  holding  Taschereau 
and  GWYNNE,  JJ.  dissented. 

In  both  of  the  Courts  below — Queen's  Bench,  and  the  Court 
of  Appeal — the  Ontario  Act,  in  question,  was  held  intra  vires  the 
Local  Legislature.  As  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  was  sustained  by  the  Privy  Council,  (thus,  the  whole  four 
Courts  holding  the  Act  was  not  ultra  vires),  with  such  decisions 
on  the  question  involved,  as  we  have  seen  have  been  so  repeatedly 
delivered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  and  by  the  Privy 
Council,  it  would  be  a  surprise  if  this  case  went  contra  to  those 
decisions;  more  particularly,  as  we  have  seen,  the  case  in  the 
Privy  Council  of  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  subsequent  to  the  Parsons 
Insurance  case,  in  extending  the  power  of  Parliament  to  legislate, 
and  in  correspondingly  limiting  the  power  of  the  Legislatures, 
went  farther  in  opposition  to  the  doctrine  that  was  supposed  to 
have  been  established  in  the  Insurance  cases,  than  any  other  case 
that  has  preceded  it.  This  last  remark  is  peculiarly  correct  as 
applicable  to  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

If,  in  this  last  named  Court,  the  decision  had  been  given  on 
the  grounds  taken  in  the  case  by  the  Appellants'  counsel,  (Mr. 
Mowat,  Mr.  Bethune,  Mr.  Robinson  and  Mr.  Small),  the  Toronto 
Globe  would  have  been  quite  justified  in  its  expectations  that  the 
Canada  Temperance  Act  would  have  been  declared  ultra  vires ; 
and  not  only  would  that  Act  have  been  so  declared,  but  nearly 
every  other   Act  of   Parliament  since  Confederation   would  have 
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shared  the  same  fate ;  and  Parliament  would  have  been  virtually 
powerless  for  evil  or  for  good. 

It  must  certainly  be  so  apparent  to  our  readers  by  this  time, 
that  the  extravagant  claims  that  have  been  recently  so  loudly  and 
conspicuously  made  in  favor  of  a  jurisdiction  in  the  Legislatures 
which  they  do  not  possess,  are  entirely  unfounded,  that  it  seems 
almost  like  fighting  a  shadow  to  pursue  the  subject  further  ;  but, 
as  we  wish  to  get  at  proper,  unquestionable  answers  to  the  whole 
of  the  questions,  with  which,  at  the  outset  of  this  examination,  we 
confronted  ourselves;  we  shall  make  the  examination  of  the 
questions  thoroughly  exhaustive,  so  as  to  leave  no  aperture  for 
escape  from  the  conclusions  to  which  we  shall  simply  let  the 
decided  cases,  and  a  straight-forward  examination  of  them,  bring 
us;  wherever  that  may  be.  Certainly,  it  will  not  be  to  sustain  any 
such  nonsensical  views  as  were  urged  for  the  Respondents  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  in  the  cases  now  before  us.  It  is  not, 
at  all,  mythical,  that  such  a  contention  was  there  made  as  that  to 
which  we  have  adverted. 

Thus,  the  position  was  distinctly  taken  by  those  very  promi- 
nent counsel  for  the  Respondents,  that,  (p.  229), — 

"  The  Provincial  Legislatures  are  not  in  any  accurate  sense 
subordinate  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada :  each  body  is  independent 
and  supreme  within  the  limits  of  its  own  jurisdiction  ;  so  that  even  if 
contracts  are  considered  a  kind  of  commerce,  they  are  still  governed 
by  section  92,  the  powers  in  which  should  be  read  as  exceptions  to 
those  conferred  upon  Parliament  by  section  91  B.  N.  A.  Act." 

We  have,  so  often,  pointed  out  the  utter  absurdity  of  this  con- 
tention,— persisted  in,  most  pertinaciously,  to  this  very  day — and 
the  destructive  result  that  it  would  have  upon,  virtually,  all  the 
powers  of  Parliament,  if  the  powers  on  the  subjects- matter  in  sec- 
tion 92  were  "  exceptions"  to  the  powers  of  Parliament  in  section 
91,  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  over  the  same  thing  here  again. 

They  emphasize  their  altogether  absurd  position,  to  make  it 
still  more  distinct  and  positive,  and  say, — 

"  If  the  Local  Legislature  has  jurisdiction  respecting  the 
subject-matter  of  insurance  contracts  at  all,  it  has  the  most  full 
and  ample  jurisdiction — plenum  imperium — it  has  sovereign 
power  within  its  own  limits." 

This,  in  the  other  direction,  is  the  exact  converse  of  the 
equally  fallacious  holding  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Col- 
umbia, in  the  Thrasher  Case.      That  the  broad  and  destructive 
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doctrine  that  they  lay  down  has  not  been  better  established  than  it 
bis  been,  tiny  -imply  attribute  bo  the  following  reason,  evidently 
iimul:  the  word  "  Parliament  "  instead  oi  "  Executive  :  "  (p.  230), — 
"The  fact  that  certain  powers  have  been  assumed  by  Parlia- 
ment hitherto  proves  little  tor  the  Provinces  have  not  power  to 
disallow  those  Aots,  and  can  only  look  to  the  Courts  for  defence 
■gains!  the  encroachments  of  the  Federal  power,  whereas  Acts 
passed  by  the   Local   Legislatures   might   be   disallowed  by  the 

Dominion   Parliament." 

"Looking  to  the  Courts  for  defence  against"  Federal  enact- 
ment.-, would  seem  to  be  a  very  reasonable  course  to  pursue. 
Looking,  as  we  are  doing,  "  to  the  Courts,"  to  ascertain  whether 
the  legislation  named  is  "encroachment,"  though,  seems  to  settle 
the  matter,  very  plainly,  in  the  other  direction.  It  is  very  certain 
that  the  cases  we  are  now  examining  do  not  help  Mr.  Mowat 
and  his  confreres  in  establishing  their  extreme,  and  extremely 
unsound,  positions. 

The  question  in  this  case,  simply  was,  as  affects  the  matter  we 
are  Investigating,  whether  there  was  any  subject-matter  under 
which  the  legislation  of  the  Parliament  came,  that  would  oust 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Legislatures  with  reference  to  the  legisla- 
tion by  them,  making  certain  regulations  about  policies  of  insur- 
ance. It  was  claimed  that  there  was,  and  that  such  legislation 
came  within  the  "  Regulation  of  Trade  and  Commerce."  But  the 
decision  simply  was  that  the  legislation  in  question  did  not  come 
within  that  subject-matter,  and  that,  being  properly  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Legislature,  there  was,  therefore,  nothing  what- 
ever to  oust  the  jurisdiction.  There  is  not  a  single  well  decided 
authority  anywhere  that  holds  any  different  doctrine.  The  two 
well  decided  cases  of  Reg.  v.  McMillan  and  ex  parte  Fairbairn, 
which  we  have  examined,  decided  years  ago  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  New  Brunswick,  go  even  farther  than  these  cases  we  are  con- 
sidering ;  because,  in  those  cases,  there  was  no  doubt,  whatever, 
that  the  subjects-matter  legislated  upon  by  the  X.  B.  Legislature  were 
within  a  subject-matter  that  Parliament  might  have  legislated 
upon.  The  rule,  which  we  will  see,  will  show  what  the  law  is  in 
all  such  cases,  and  which  we  shall  evolve  from  the  decided  cases 
and  the  reasoning  thereon;  will,  we  trust,  when  we  state  it,  in  due 
COuree,  accurately  "define''  the  powers  of  the  Legislatures  in  all 
such  cases. 

As  we  have  seen  in  the  Fisheries  case,  that  Parliament  recog- 
nized, by  the  Fishery  Act,  legal  outstanding  rights  which  the  Act 
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was  not  to  affect ;  so,  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie  shows,  in  these  cases,  similar 
"recognition  and  affirmation,"  by  Parliament,  "of  the  powers  of 
the  Local  Legislatures,"  with  respect  to  the  matters  disputed  in  the 
cases.  The  following  is  one  of  the  sections  quoted  by  the  learned 
Chief  Justice,  from  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  as  long  ago  as 
1868 ;  31  Vic,  ch.  8,  sec.  25,  thus,  (p.  235),— 

"  That  the  provisions  of  this  Act  as  to  the  deposit  and  issue 
of  licenses  shall  not  apply  to  any  Insurauce  Company  incorporated 
by  any  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  the  late  Province  of  Canada,  or 
incorporated,  or  to  be  incorporated,  under  any  Act  of  any  of  the 
Provinces  of  Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia  or  New  Brunswick" 
(the  italics  are  by  Sir  William),  "so  long  as  it  shall  not  carry  on 
business  in  the  Dominion  beyond  the  limits  of  that  Province  by 
the  Legislature  or  Government  of  which  it  was  incorporated,  but 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  such  Company  to  avail  itself  of  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act." 

Sir  Wm.  Ritchie,  in  his  judgment,  very  accurately  describes 
the  powers  of  the  two  legislative  bodies.  To  show  there  are 
powers  in  the  Local  Legislatures  which  Parliament  has  no  right  to 
touch,  except  in  so  far  as  legitimate  bona  fide  legislation  within  the 
subjects-matter  of  section  91,  enables  them  to  do  so;  taking  a 
strictly  analogous  position  in  these  cases  to  that  which  the  same 
learned  and  accomplished  Lawyer  took  in  the  Fisheries  Case,  and 
in  the  Mercer  Escheat  Case,  referring  to  sub-sec.  10  of  sec.  92,  he 
showed,  that,  clearly,  there  were  subjects-matter  there  in  the  Local 
Legislatures  that  Parliament  had  no  right  to  touch,  except  so  far 
as  might  be  done  by  legitimate  bona  fide  legislation  on  some  one 
or  other  of  the  subjects-matter  in  sec.  91.  As,  we  submit,  it  is  a 
perfectly  accurate  statement  of  the  law  as  it  is  ;  avoiding  both  the 
absurd  extremes  that  would  either  render  Parliament  utterly 
incapable  of  legislating,  or  else,  would  deprive  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures of  all  power,  ("  from  Scylla  to  Charybdis"),  we  give  the 
paragraph  entire  : — 

"  If  the  power  to  legislate  on  navigation  and  shipping  and 
trade  and  commerce,  vested  in  the  Dominion  Parliament,  neces- 
sarily excluded  from  Local  Legislatures  all  legislation  in  connection 
with  the  same  matters,  and  that  nothing  in  relation  thereto  could 
be  held  to  come  under  local  works  and  undertakings,  or  property 
or  civil  rights,  or  generally  all  matters  of  a  merely  local  or  private 
nature  in  the  Province,  or  the  incorporation  of  companies  with 
Provincial  objects,  what  possible  necessity  could  there  be  for 
inserting  the  exception  '  other  than  such  as  are  of  the  following 
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classes  m  above,  a.  b.  c)  ?  On  the  contrary,  does  not  this  excep- 
tion show  beyond  all  doubt,  by  irresistible  inference,  that  there  are 
matters  ooniwfod  with  navigation  and  shipping,  and  with  trade 
and  commerce,  thai  the  Local  Legislatures  may  deal  with  and  not 
eneroaeh  OH  the  general  powers  belonging  to  the  Dominion  Par- 
liament for  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  and  navigation 
and  shipping,  as  well  as  railways,  canals  and  telegraphs?  Can  it 
be  successfully  contended  that  this  is  not  a  char  intimation  that  the 
Local  Legislatures  were  to  have,  and  have,  power  to  legislate  in 
reference  to  lines  of  steamers  and  other  ships,  railways,  canals,  and 
other  works  and  undertakings  wholly  within  the  Province,  subject, 
no  DOUBT,  to  the  general  powers  of  Parliament  over  shipping 
and  trade  and  commerce,  and  t he  Dominion  laius  enacted  under 
such  pom  rs,  as,  for  instance,  the  31  Vic,  eh.  65  (1868),  «  An  Act 
respecting  the  inspection  of  steamboats,  and  for  the  greater  safety 
of  passengers  by  them',  or  the  Act  46  Vic,  ch.  128,  '  An  Act 
relating  to  Shipping. '  " 

There,  again,  is  the  law  clearly  and  correctly  stated,  and 
accords  with  the  statement  of  our  view  of  the  law  running  through 
the  whole  of  this  treatise. 

As  this  is  one  of  the  cases  so  strongly  relied  on  to  show  the 
dominant  power  of  the  Local  Legislature ;  or,  to  show,  as  the 
learned  Counsel  themselves  put  it,  that,— "  the  powers  in  which, 
(sec.  92),  should  be  read  as  exceptions  to  those  conferred  upon 
Parliament  by  sec.  91,  B.  N.  A.  Act!'  {ante);  we  quote  still  further 
from  the  leading  judgment  in  the  case ;  which,  upon  the  very  oppo- 
site grounds,  on  a  thoroughly  correct  principle  of  law,  held  that 
the  appeal  should  be  dismissed.  Says  the  learned  Chief  Justice, 
further ;  giving  the  holders  of  such  views  very  little  comfort, — 

"  No  one  can  dispute  the  general  power  of  Parliament  to 
legislate  as  to  trade  and  commerce,  and  that  when,  over  matters 
with  which  local  legislatures  have  power  to  deal,  local 
legislation  conflicts  with  an  Act  passed  by  tlie  Dominion  Parlia- 
ment in  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  general  powers  confided  to  it, 

THE  LEGISLATION  OF  THE  LOCAL  MUST  YIELD  TO  THE  SUPREMACY 

of  the  dominion  parliament  ;  in  other  words,  that  tlte  Pro- 
:,,!  ley!  shit  ion  in  such  a  case  must  be  subject  to  such  regula- 
tions, for  instance,  as  to  trade  and  commerce  of  a  commercial  char- 
acter, as  the  Dominion  Parliament  may  prescribe.  I  adhere  to 
what  I  said  in  Valin  v.  Langlois,  (3  S.  C.  Pv.  15),  that  the  property 
and  civil  rights  referred  to,  were  not  all  property  and  all  civil  rights, 
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but  that  the  terms  '  property  and  civil  rights '  must  necessarily  be 
read  in  a  restricted  and  limited  sense,  because  many  matters  involv- 
ing property  and  civil  rights  are  expressly  reserved  to  the  Dominion 
Parliament,  and  that  the  power  of  the  Local  Legislatures  was  to  be 
subject  to  the  general  and  special  legislative  powers  of  the  Dominion 
Parliament,  and  to  what  I  there  added  ;  '  But  while  the  legislative 
rights  of  the  Local  Legislatures  are,  in  this  sense,  subordinate  to  the 
rights  of  the  Dominion  Parliament,  I  think  such  right  must  be  ex- 
ercised, so  far  as  may  be,  consistently  with  the  right  of  the  Local 
Legislatures ;  and,  therefore,  the-  Dominion  Parliament  would  only 
have  the  right  to  interfere  with  property  and  civil  rights  in  so  far  as 
such  interference  may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  legislating 
generally  and  effectually,  in  relation  to  matters  confided  to  the  Parlia- 
ment of  Canada. 

"  I  think  the  power  of  the  Dominion  Parliament  to  regulate 
trade  and  commerce  ought  not  to  be  held  to  be  necessarily  incon- 
sistent with  those  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  regulate  property 
and  civil  rights  in  respect  to  all  matters  of  a  merely  local  and  pri- 
vate nature,  such  as  matters  connected  with  the  enjoyment  and 
preservation  of  property  in  the  Province,  or  matters  of  contract  be- 
tween parties  in  relation  to  their  property  or  dealings,  although  the 
exercise  by  the  Local  Legislatures  of  such  powers  may  be  said  re- 
motely to  affect  matters  connected  with  trade  and  commerce,  unless, 
indeed,  the  laws  of  the  Provincial  Legislatures  should  conflict  with 
those  of  the  Dominion  Parliament." 

Quite  ignoring  the  contention  of  Messrs.  Mowat,  Bethune, 
Robinson  and  Small,  as  we  have  shown  them  to  have  "  claimed," 
(supra),  and  contended,  the  learned  Chief  Justice  makes  the  fol- 
lowing correct  distinctions  applicable  to  the  causes  then  before  the 
Court.     He  adds, — 

"  I  do  not  understand  by  the  Act  now  assailed,"  (the  Ontario 
Insurance  Act),  "  any  supreme  sovereign  legislative  power  to  regu- 
late and  control  the  business  of  insurance  in  Ontario,  is  claimed. 
As  I  read  the  Act,  it  deals  only  with  this  contract  of  indemnity ; 
it  does  not  profess  to  deal  with  trade  and  commerce  in  the  sense  in 
which  these  words  are  used  in  the  British  North  America  Act.  It 
is  simply  an  exercise  of  the  power  of  the  Local  Legislature  for  the 
protection  of  property  in  Ontario,  and  the  civil  right  of  the  pro- 
prietors thereof  in  connection  therewith,  by  securing  a  reasonable 
and  just  contract  in  favor  of  parties  insuring  property,  real  or  per- 
sonal, in  Ontario,  and  deals  therefore  only  with  a  matter  of  a  local 
and  private  nature." 
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It  whs  really,  tht'ii,  not  ■  ease  of  conflicting  legislation  lit  all  ; 
bat  a  clear  case  of  proper  legislation  by  the  Local  Legislature  of 
Ontario  within  its  unquestionable  power,  and  not  in  antagonism 

with  am   art  of  Parliament  whatever.      There  is,  however,  another 

point  alluded  to  is  this  judgment  ;  and  an  extract  containing  it 

will  he  made  in  a  more  suitable  place,  when  we  refer  to  the  point 
iif  error  l>\  Mr.  Justice  1 1  kn i;v  in  the  City  of  Frederieton  V.  Bar- 
ker, and  to  which  we  have  already  made  a  passing  reference. 

Mr.  Justice  FoURNIEB,  too,  in  some  parts  of  the  following,  is 
mosl  admirable,  while  in  other  parts  he  comes  very  closely  to  the 
law,  particularly  as  applicable  to  the  facts  in  the  case  he  was  con- 
sidering.    He  says,  (p.  272), — 

"In  exercising  its  power,  the  Federal  Parliament,  no  doubt, 
has  the  right  to  incidently  entertain  these  matters  which  are  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Provinces,  but  this  power  cannot  extend 
anv  further  than  to  what  is  just  and  reasonable  and  necessary  in 
order  to  legislate  for  commercial  purposes  only.  The  Federal 
Parliament  could  not,  therefore,  under  tlie  pretence  of  legislating  on 
commerce,  entirely  control  a  subject-matter  which  comes  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Provinces.  Any  legislation  having  reference  to 
the  regulation  of  commerce  must  be  complete,  but  it  need  not  necessa.ril y 
destroy  tlie  jurisdiction  of  ilie  Provinces  over  that  part  of  the  subject- 
matter  WHICH  IS  NOT  AFFECTED  BY  SUCH  LEGISLATION.  If  this 
was  not  the  case,  whenever  the  Federal  power  in  exercise  of  its 
authority  over  commerce,  should  legislate  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
indirectly  affect  property  and  civil  rights,  it  would  follow  that  all 
legislation  over  the  subject-matter  would  belong  exclusively  to  the 
Federal  Parliament,  and  the  legislative  power  of  the  Provinces 
over  the  same  matter  would  cease  to  exist." 

The  further  we  go  in  the  investigation  of  the  subject  the 
more  surprised  we  are  at  the  continuance,  to  this  day,  of  such  absurd 
positions  as  were  taken  by  Mr.  Mowat,  Mr.  Bethune,  &c,  in  this 
case.  If  the  evidence  were  not  so  overwhelming,  as  a  continuous 
series  of  such  claims  shows  it  to  be,  that,  on  the  one  hand,  one  set 
of  men  are  claiming  that  Parliament  has,  virtually,  no  legislative 
power  at  all  ;  while,  on  the  other,  there  are  those  of  the  opposite 
view,  who  would  adopt  such  rules  of  construction  as  would  utterly 
deprive  the  Legislatures  of  all  their  legislative  power,  we  could 
scarcely  credit  it  that  men  of  high  political,  and  others  of  equally 
high  judicial,  standing,  should  continuously  disseminate  views  that 
partake  of  the  character  of  puerility  itself.     We  will  endeavour  to 
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hold  the  scale.s  of  justice,  even-handed,  between  them,  and,  weigh- 
ing all  the  different  claims,  arrive  at  a  correct  decision  ;  and,  remov- 
ing all  of  error  about  those  opposing  claims,  as  far  as  we  are  able 
to  do  so,  no  matter  by  whom  made ;  set  forth,  honestly  and  faith- 
fully, The  Truth  ! 

The  learned  Judge,  (Fournier),  proceeding  further,  has  this 
admirable  passage, — 

"  In  order  to  reconcile  the  exercise  of  these  powers,  I  have 
arrived  at  the  conclusion,  in  a  case  such  as  the  one  now  under 
consideration,  that  the  Provincial  jurisdiction  is  only  limited  by  the 
exercise  by  the  Federal  Parliament  of  its  power  in  so  far  as  the 
latter  is  competent  to  exercise  it,  and  that  the  Province  can  still 
exercise  its  power  over  that  portion  of  the  subject-matter  over 
which  it  has  jurisdiction,  provided  the  Provincial  legislation 
does  not  directly  conflict  with  the  Federal  legislation." 

And,  seeing,  as  did  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  (as  is  also 
observable  in  the  legislation  of  Parliament  with  reference  to  the 
Fisheries),  that,  in  this  case,  also,  there  is  an  express  recognition 
and  acknowledgment  by  Parliament,  of  the  right  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  to  legislate  on  the  subject-matter  of  this  case,  the 
learned  Judge  comes  to  the  following  conclusion  : — 

"  We  find,  therefore,  that  the  Federal  legislation  does  not  in 
anywise  affect  the  nature  of  the  contract  of  insurance,  nor  the 
conditions  forming  part  of  such  contract,  and  that  the  legislation  of 
Ontario,  now  under  consideration,  deals  exclusively  with  that 
subject, — both  legislations  deriving  their  respective  powers  from 
different  sources,  the  first  from  the  power  of  regulating  trade  and 
commerce,  and  the  other  from  their  power  of  legislating  over 
property  and  civil  rights.  Why,  if  the  provisions  of  these  laws 
are  neither  conflicting  nor  antagonistic  to  one  another,  can  we  not 
hold  that  both  are  constitutional?  /  must  confess  that  I  see 
between  them  no  conflict,  and  I  see  no  obstacle  to  their  being 
carried  into  operation." 

Thus,  holding  that  the  subject-matter — the  legislating  as  to 
the  conditions  of  insurance  policies  by  companies  doing  business 
in  Ontario — did  not  properly  come  within  the  regulation  of  trade 
and  commerce,  as  one  of  the  subjects-matter  controlled  by  Parlia- 
ment, it  was  obvious  that  the  regulations  were  simply  local  in 
reference  to  a  matter  in  the  Province  ;  and,  thus,  expressly,  the 
subject-matter  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Local  Legislature. 
So,  thus,  applying  the  rule  laid  down   in  this  case  in  the  Privy 
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Council,  mm]  repeated  l>\  it,  ami  acted  on  most  dlcctiially  and  mod 
radically,  in  Kussell  V.  The  <^ueen.  ii»  reply  to  the  lirsl  question, 
••  1>  this  Act  one  within  the  competency  of  the  LocaJ  Legislature, 
Dllder  any  of  tlic  subjects  matter  in  BOO.  92?"   the  answer  is, — "It 

i».'      Ami,  then,  putting  the  Beoond  question,  ---'•  Docs  it  also  come 

within  cither  of  the  elauses  of  see.  91,  so  as  to  over-hear  or  over- 
ride the  power  of  the  Local  Legislature  to  pass  it?"  and  the  reply 
is.  "  It  docs  not."  The  ca-e,  under  the  discussion,  is,  clearly,  found 
to  be  rightly  decided  under  the  tests  furnished  by  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council.  More  of  these  "tests"  again, 
under  a  somewhat  different  view,  and  under  what  might  be  called 
a  new  inspiration. 

Mr.  Justice  Henry  agrees  with  the  learned  Chief  Justice 
and  Mr.  Justice  FOUBNIER  in  the  result  to  which  they  arrive,  that 
the  Act  in  question  was  intra  circs  the  Ontario  Legislature.  But, 
having  previously,  incorrectly,  held — standing  alone  in  the  Court 
in  so  doing — that  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  wan  ultra  vires  Par- 
liament, while,  as  a  necessary  consequence  to  such  holding,  there 
would  be  no  escape  for  him  from  holding  that  the  converse  was, 
from  his  point  of  view,  equally  true;  and  that  he  would,  therefore, 
necessarily  hold  that  the  Ontario  Act  was  intra  vires  the  Local 
Legislature  ;  but,  even  in  holding  right,  as  he  does  so  only  as 
the  result  of  an  error  in  reasoning,  we  cannot  expect  to  find  his 
reasoning  in  this  case,  even,  sound.  Nor  do  we  so.  Take  the  fol- 
lowing.  After  seating, — "As  I  have  before  said,  we  must  construe 
the  whole  Act  together,  and  so  to  give  effect,  if  possible,  to  every 
part  of  it,  and  reconcile,  and  ascertain  what  seeming  contradictions 
the  British  Act  contains  ;  "  the  learned  Judge  argues  thus  errone- 
ously : — 

"  From  the  peculiar  distribution  of  the  legislative  powers,"  he 
proceeds  to  say,  "and  the  mode  adopted,  it  was  a  difficult  under- 
taking to  legislate  so  as  to  prevent  difficulties  arising,  but  they  are 
to  be  properly  resolved  only  by  keeping  prominently  in  view  the 
leading  objects  intended  to  be  provided  for.  Looking  only  at 
number  26  in  the  list  contained  in  section  92,  we  find  '  The  sol- 
emnization of  marriage  in  the  Province '  is  expressly  given  to  the 
Local  Legislatures.  No  doubt  can  be  entertained  that,  consider- 
ing both  provisions,"  the  italics  are  his  own),  "notwithstanding any 
other  provision  of  the  Act,  the  intention  was  to  give  the  solemni- 
zation of  marriage  to  the  Local  Legislatures.  I  admit  that  the  two 
cases  are  not  exactly  alike,  but  still  it  shows  that  no  one  part  of 
the  Act  should  alone  be  looked  at." 
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As  intimated  by  us  before,  these  two  subjects  of  "  marriage," 
and  "solemnization  of  marriage  in  the  Province,"  contained,  re- 
spectively, in  the  91st  and  92nd  sections  of  the  Act,  have  been  a 
great  stumbling  block  in  the  way  of  learned  Judges,  who, 
in  their  efforts  to  deal  with  the  principles  of  construction  govern- 
ing the  Act,  have  tried,  if  they  possibly  could,  to  get  some  "  hard 
and  fast  rule  or  canon  of  construction"  on  which  to  rest.  But 
these  subjects,  marriage  on  the  one  hand,  and  "  solemnization  of 
marriage  in  the  Province,"  on  the  other,  have  been  the  rock  on 
which  they  have  split.  So,  as  a  general  rule,  they  give  a  wide 
berth  to  them,  and  try  to  steer  clear  of  them  entirely;  or,  if  they  do 
attempt  to  deal  with  them,  their  efforts  in  doing  so  are  most 
fantastic.  One  such  attempt  we  have  referred  to,  that  was  made 
by  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne,  in  one  of  the  cases  we  examined.  As  we 
have  seen,  the  Act  itself  lays  down  just  such  a  "hard  and  fast  rule 
or  canon  of  construction,"  by  which  we  are  to  be  governed  ;  and, 
intelligently  examined,  there  is  no  necessity  of  shirking  it,  on  the 
one  hand,  nor  of  indulging  in  fantastic,  ridiculous  explanations 
of  it,  on  the  other.  Take  the  rule,  now,  again,  as  we  have  done 
once  before,  and  apply  it  to  these  two  subjects- matter,  frankly. 
The  rule  then,  so  applied,  is  "  The  exclusive  power  of  Parliament, 
(notwithstanding  anything  in  this  Act),  shall  extend  to  the  subject 
of  marriage,  and,  subject  to  this,"  (the  meaning  of  "  notwithstand- 
ing anything  in  this  Act"),  "  the  exclusive  power  of  the  Legisla- 
tures extends  to  the  subject  of  solemnization  of  marriage  in  the 
Province  ;  and,  any  matter  coming  within  the  subject  of  marriage 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within  the  subject  of  solemnization  of 
marriage  in  the  Province,  no  matter  how  much  it  may  appear  to 
do  so,  or  how  much  it  actually  does  so,  so  as  to  prevent  Parliament 
from  effectually  legislating  on  the  general  subject  of  marriage." 

Where's  the  difficulty  now?  Parliament  may  effectually 
legislate  on  the  general  subject  of  marriage  for  the  Dominion,  and 
if,  in  doing  so,  as  an  incident  to  such  effectual  legislation,  it 
legislates  also  so  as  to  effect  solemnization  of  marriage  in  all  the 
different  Provinces,  by  the  very  language  of  the  Act,  it  has,  ex- 
pressly, the  power  to  do  so.  We  have  already  furnished  an  instance 
of  this,  which  it  is  unnecessary  here  to  repeat.  Then,  having  so 
legislated,  the  question  arises  with  reference  to  the  Act,  under  the 
tests  given  by  the  decisions  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  in 
reply  to  the  questions  proposed  in  the  Privy  Council, — "  Does  the 
Act  in  question,  (a  general  Act  relating  to  marriage  for  the  whole 
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Dominion,  incidentally  dealing  with  solemni/.at ion  of  marriage), 
f<ill  iritliin  din/  of  the  daseet  of  sntbjecta  enumerated  in  section 
B2,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces?' 
l'ir>t  test  from  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  7  A  pp.  (as.,  at  p.  836), 
Assuming  now.  that,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  and  as  the 
ratio  dtoidtndi  of  their  holding  in  the  city  of  Frederieton  v. 
Barker,  the  answer  would  be,  (as  the  Act  in  that  case,  while  treated 

as  a  legislation  Oil  the  regulation  of  trade,  it  was  also  admitted  was 

an  interference  with  Property  and  Civil  Rights;  with  Licenses, 
and  with  local  and  private  matters  in  the  Province); "  Yes,  it  does 

•tall  within'  a  snl>ject-niatter  named  in  section  92;  or,  at  least, 
there  is  in  the  Act  a  legislation  on  a  matter  coming  within  the 
domes  as  BfB  William  Ritchie  inadvertently,  but,  in  effect, 
correct lv,  quoted  the  word  '  class')  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private 
nature  comprised  in  the  enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects  by 
the  B.  N.  A.  Act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the 
Province-." 

Then,  still  following  the  rationale  of   the  holding  in  the 
Supreme  ( \.urt  of  Canada,  in  the  (  anada  Temperance  Act  case,  the 
Privy  Council's  next  test  is  applied, — Does  it  also  come  within 
either  of  the  subjects-matter  in  sec.  91  so  as  to  "over-ride"  or  "over- 
Lear,''  or  -exclude"  the  legislation  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  the 
extent  to  which  Parliament  has  effectually  legislated  on  any  sub- 
ject-matter enumerated  in  the  91st  section  ?      The  reply,   again, 
necessarily,  is— "Yes."     And,  therefore,  by  the  very  language  of 
the  Act,  it  is  good  legislation,  just  as  much  as  the  Canada  Temper- 
ance Act  is,  regulating  the  Trade  or  Traffic  in  Intoxicating  Liquors, 
because  it  is  within   the  subject  of  "  Trade  and  Commerce,"  no 
matter  how  much  it  interferes  with  "  Property  and  Civil  Rights 
in  the  Province;"  "Tavern  licenses  in  order   to   the    raising  of  a 
revenue  for  local  or  Provincial  purposes,"  or  "  Generally  matters 
of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the  Province."    Just  as  good 
legislation  as  legislation  by  Parliament  is,  on  The  Regulation  of 
Trade  and  Commerce,  with  reference  to  anything  coming  within 
that;  or  on    Navigation   and   Shipping;    Sea  Coast   and    Inland 
Fisheries;  Currency  and  Coinage;  Banks  and  Banking;  Bills  of 
Exchange  and  Promissory  Notes ;    Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency  ; 
Copyrights;     Indians   and    Indian    Lands;     Naturalization    and 
Alien-,  or  any  other  of  the  subjects-matter  named  in  sec.  91,  no 
matter  how   much  such  legislation,  on  such  subjects-matter,  may 
interfere  with,  over-ride,  over-bear,  exclude  or  supersede  the  legis- 
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lation  of  the  Local  Legislatures,  with  respect  to  Property  and  Civil 
Eights ;  or  to  Property  or  Civil  Rights  ;  or  to  matters  of  a  merely 
local  or  private  nature  in  the  Province ;  or  to  any  other  of  the 
subordinate,  inferior,  subjects-matter  enumerated  in  section  92. 

Now,  next,  apply  to  the  case  we  have  assumed,  the  very  much 
stronger  answers  to  the  tests  in  favor  of  the  dominant  legislative 
power  of  Parliament,  as  furnished  by  the  Judicial  Committee  of 
the  Privy  Council  in  the  case  we  are  now  examining,  and  com- 
menting on  ;  and  as  applied  by  them  in  the  case  of  Russell  v.  The 
Queen,  as  we  have  seen  was  done ;  and  ask  the  same  question  with 
reference  to  the  supposed  Act  on  marriage,  for  the  Dominion,  with, 
as  an  incident  in  it,  legislation  on  the  "solemnization  of 
marriage,"  such  as  we  have  named;  as  was  asked  by  the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  with  respect  to  the 
Canada  Temperance  Act.  Thus,  using  the  very  language  of  the, 
Privy  Council, — "does  the  act  now  in  question  fall 
within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  section 
92,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Pro- 
vinces ?"  Answering  the  question,  then,  as  was  answered  by  the 
Privy  Council,  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  where  an  Act  regulating 
Trade  and  Commerce  in  the  Dominion,  in  spirituous  liquors,  which 
directly  interfered  with  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  Provinces  ; 
with  the  right  to  grant  licenses  for  local  purposes ;  and  with  local 
and  private  matters  in  the  Province,  was,  notwithstanding  all  this, 
decided  not  to  be  an  Act  which  "fell  within  any  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  enumerated  in  section  92,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the 
Legislatures  of  the  Provinces ;"  the  answer,  in  the  assumed  case  of 
legislation  by  Parliament  on  marriage,  which  has,  as  an  incident, 
legislation  on  the  solemnization  of  marriage,  is,  that  it  is  not  an 
Act  that  "falls  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated 
in  section  92,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the 
Provinces."  Then,  the  language,  further,  by  the  Privy  Council, 
is  as  applicable  to  the  assumed  case  as  to  the  other,  and  to  all 
other  cases  on  the  question  ;  for  the  rules  or  canons  of  construction 
which  they  lay  down,  are  "  hard  and  fast  rules  or  canons," 
whether  right  or  wrong,  which  are  generally  applicable,  and  which, 
on  such  high  authority,  are  the  tests  which  are  to  be  applied  to  the 
cases  as  they  arise.  Such  language  is  as  follows, — "  If  it  does, 
then  the  further  question  would  arise,  viz.  whether  the  subject  of 
the  Act  does  not  fall  within  one  of  the  enumerated  classes  of 
subjects  in  sec.  91,  and  so  does  not  still  belong  to  the  Dominion 
Q 
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Parliament     Hut,  if  the  /Lot  does  not  fall  within  any  of  the 

classes  of  subjects  in  86C.  92,  No  FURTHER  QUESTION  WILL  11EMAIN, 

for  it  cannot  hi  contended^  and  indeed  was  not  contended  at  their 
Lordships'  bar,  that,  if  the  Act  doea  not  come  within  one  of  the 
classes  of  Bobjeots  assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  had  not,  by  its  general  power  'to  make  laws 
for  t ho  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,'  full  legis- 
lative authority  to  pass  it."      Suj>ra). 

Passing  on,  wo  find,  that,  as  Mr.  Justice  Henry  has  entirely 
misapprehended  the  meaning  of  the  H.  N.  A.  Act,  the  whole  of 
his  argument  is  bad.  And,  although  his  vicious  reasoning,  from  the 
Act,  does  not,  necessarily,  in  this  case,  prevent  him  from  agreeing 
with  the  decision,  correctly  arrived  at  by  his  learned  colleagues, 
the  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Fournier;  as  it  caused  him 
to  differ  with  the  judgment  correctly  arrived  at,  of  all  his 
colleagues,  in  The  City  of  Fredericton  v.  Barker,  yet  his  judgment 
is  no  better  in  this  case,  than  in  that. 

Simply  wishing  to  deal,  fearlessly  and  faithfully,  with  the 
questions  we  are  examining,  with  the  view  of  getting  at  the  truth, 
and  the  whole  truth,  whether  the  effect  be  to  exalt  the  judgments 
of  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie,  delivered  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
with  the  almost  total  exemption  which  they  present  to  fairly 
hostile  criticism ;  or,  relatively,  to  put  some  other  Judges,  who 
have  dabbled  in  a  question  so  far  beyond  their  power  as  analysts, 
in  a  perfectly  fair  position,  is  no  affair  of  ours.  Claiming  the 
right  of  fair  criticism,  and  unhesitatingly  exercising  that  right, 
we  shall  simply  treat  the  arguments  of  those  with  whom  we  come 
in  contact  in  our  examination  of  this  question,  as  though  we  were 
fairly  criticising  a  book  without  the  remotest  conception  in  the 
world  as  to  who  might  be  its  author  :  —  "  Nothing  extenuating, 
nor  setting  down  aught  in  malice  !" 

We  will,  thus,  give  one  short  clause  more,  from  the  judgment 
of  the  same  learned  Judge,  Mr.  Justice  Henry:  (p.  287), — 

"  I  have  no  doubt,"  says  the  learned  Judge,  "  that  the 
Dominion  Parliament  has  power  to  enact  general  regulations  in 
regard  to  trade  and  commerce,  but  not  to  interfere  ivith  the  powers 
of  the  Local  Legislatures  in  the  matter  of  local  contracts,  amongst 
which  is  properly  included  policies  of  insurance  against  loss  by  fire 
on  property  in  the  same  Province." 

The  only  ground  upon  which  Mr.  Justice  Henry  would  con- 
tend that  the  Dominion  Parliament,  in  enacting  "general  regula- 
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tioDS  in  regard  to  trade  and  commerce,"  cannot  "  interfere  with  the 
powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures"  as  above,  is  because  such  local 
powers  are  included  in  either  the  civil  rights  or  local  or  private 
matters  reserved  to  the  Local  Legislatures — "exclusively,"  if,  in 
the  sense  in  which  the  word  is  used,  you  choose  to  call  it  so, — by 
the  92nd  section  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act.  This,  as  the  whole  Dominion 
knows,  has  so  often  been  contended  ;  and,  although  its  utter,  un- 
mitigated, absurdity,  has  so  often  been  shown,  is,  to  this  very  day, 
very  strongly  contended,  in  Legislative  bodies,  and  in  Courts ;  in 
Governors'  addresses ;  in  political  speeches ;  in  legal  arguments ; 
in  newspaper  articles ;  in  pamphlets,  and  in  "  letters ;" — a  very  pre- 
tentious re-printed  one,  only  the  other  day.  In  this  treatise,  having 
again  and  again  come  in  contact  with  that  absurdity;  we  have 
again  and  again  exposed  it ;  simply  because  it  is  the  radical  error, 
(the  word  is  not  used  in  a  political  sense),  that  has  jutted  up,  so 
continuously,  in  the  arguments,  and  in  the  judgments,  in  the  cases 
we  have  been  examining.  To  repeat  it  once  more  :  If  Parliament 
cannot,  in  enacting  "  general  regulations  in  regard  to  trade  and 
commerce,"  "  interfere  with  the  powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures  ;" 
then,  more  than  "  playing  Hamlet  with  the  part  of  Hamlet  omit- 
ted," it  is  an  attempt  to  play  it  omitting  all  the  parts.  For,  if  Par- 
liament is  excluded,  in  legislating  generally  in  regard  to  trade  and 
commerce,  from  touching  property  or  civil  lights,  it  is  excluded  from 
touching  trade  and  commerce  as  well ;  the  whole  legislation  in  con- 
nection with  which  consists  in  legislating  upon  property  and  civil 
rights;  or,  on  property  or  civil  rights.  There  we  leave,  in  all 
courtesy,  Mr.  Justice  Henry  and  that  other  quite  large  class  of 
Judges,  whose  "reasoning"  has  been  like  his;  with  the  class  of 
errors  of  which  they  have  been  the  unhappy  exponents  in  connection 
with  this  question. 

Turning  now  to  the  dissenting  judgments  of  the  learned 
Judges  Taschereau  and  G wynne,  who,  with  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie, 
have  a  much  clearer  apprehension  of  the  meaning  of  the  B.  N.  A. 
Act  than  Mr.  Justice  Henry  :  but,  yet,  who,  unlike  the  learned 
Chief  Justice,  run  their  comparatively  correct  view  of  the  Act 
to  too  great  an  extreme  ;  and,  in  consequence  thereof,  while  giving 
correct  decisions  in  all  such  cases  as  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  case; 
in  all  such  cases  as  the  case  we  are  considering ;  the  Mercer  Escheat 
case,  &c,  the  tendency  of  their  views  is  to  lead  them  to  a  wrong 
decision.  It  is  our  design  honestly  to  sift  their  views,  so  as  to  get 
clear  of  the  chaff  of  error,  and  leave  us  the  grain  of  truth.     For, 
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in  another  sense,  there  w  i grain  o\'  truth  even  in  the  worst  judg- 
ment of   tlu'  worst  Judge  of  the  worst  Court. 

Nearly  the  whole  of  the  judgments  of  these  learned  Judges,  in 
this  osse,  are  fairly  over-flowing  with  error.  Take  one  or  two  ex- 
Beota  from  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Taschbbb4.it,  which  we, 
preserving  the  spirit  ^^'  the  judgment,  make  as  short  as  possible: — 

"For  it  must  be  admitted,"  says  the  Learned  Judge,  "that 
under  the  B.  N.  A.  Art.  there  can  In-  no  concurrent  jurisdiction  in 
the  matter  between  the  Federal  and  the  local  legislative  authori- 
ties."    P.  294. 

And  again,  p.  30(5, — 

"  Either  tin-  Federal  Parliament  has  >io  control  at  all  over 
Inxuntna  Companies,  or  it  has  it  supreme,  entire  and  exclusive." 

The  meaning  running  through  all  this,  is,  that  with  respect  to 
the  same  subject-matter,  there  cannot  be  legislation  by  both  legis- 
lative bodies;  each,  it  is  claimed,  having  the  "  exclusive"  right 
to  legislate  with  respect  to  the  subjects-matter  committed  to  it ;  each, 
with  respect  to  those,  being  "supreme,  entire  and  exclusive."  If, 
therefore,  the  one  body  can  legislate  with  reference  to  Insurance 
Companies;  the  other  cannot.  This  is  a  fair  summary  of  Mr. 
Justice  TA8CHEBEAu's  judgment,  outside  of  those  portions  of  it  in 
which  the  learned  Judge  shows,  correctly, — as  he  really  does  show 
it  in  parts  of  his  judgment — the  nature  and  extent  of  the  power  of 
Parliament  to  legislate ;  and  in  other  portions,  as  on  page  210,  he  too 
greatly  limits  the  Federal  power.  But,  aside  of  these,  his  idea  that 
on  subjects-matter  over  which  either  has  legislative  power,  there 
can  be  no  u  concurrent  jurisdiction,"  as  he  terms  it;  meaning  that 
the  two  bodies  cannot  legislate  effectually  on  the  same  subject-mat- 
ter, is  an  obvious  error,  which  we  have  pointed  out,  over  and  over 
again.  Parliament,  legislating  within  its  power  in  reference  to  the 
subject  of  shipping,  can  affect  ships.  The  Local  Legislature,  not 
interfering  with  such  legislation  as  Parliament  has  effectually  had 
on  the  same  subject-matter,  ships;  can,  within  its  power,  legislate 
on  Property;  and,  in  such  legislation,  can,  within  its  power,  affect 
the  same  subject-matter,  ships.  So,  as  we  have  shown,  as  regards 
the  subjects  of  trade  and  commerce  and  licenses. 

These  instances  3how  that  the  grounds  taken  by  the  learned 
Judge,  against  each  of  the  legislative  bodies  being  able  to  legislate, 
for  the  reasons  alleged,  on  matters  connected  with  Insurance  Com- 
panies, was,  then,  clearly  wrong.  And  the  express  recognition  by 
Parliament  in  its  Act,  of  the  existence  of  a  kind  of  concurrent 
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legislation  existing  between  both  legislative  bodies,  as  also,  as  we 
have  seen,  was  the  case  with  the  Fisheries  Act  of  Parliament,  was 
perfectly  correct  ;  notwithstanding  the  very  strong  denial  of  Mr. 
Justice  Taschereau  of  the  possibility  of  any  such  legislative 
power  being  in  both  bodies,  and  his  view  of  the  worthlessness  of 
such  Parliamentary  admissions.     See  Ibid.,  p.  317. 

The  learned  Judge,  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne,  argues,  in  his  judg- 
ment, in  the  same  way  that  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau  has  argued 
in  some  parts  of  his.     Thus,  (p.  329), — 

"  It  it  clear  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  Act  in  question  is 
not  one  over  which  jurisdiction  is  by  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  given  con- 
currently to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  and  to  the  Parliament. 
If  it  were,  no  doubt  the  Act  would  be  valid  as  long  and  so  far 
only,  as  it  is  not  repugnant  to  any  Act  of  the  Parliament  of 
Canada.  The  subject  not  being  one  over  which  jurisdiction  is 
given  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  and  to  the  Parliament,  must 
be  placed  exclusively  either  under  the  one  or  the  other." 

Here,  again,  is  the  too  greatly  straining  of  the  rule  that  the 
exclusive  power  is  in  Parliament  to  legislate  on  all  the  subjects- 
matter  named  in  sec.  91.  While  it  is  perfectly  true  in  a  qualified 
sense  that  the  "  exclusive"  power  is  given  to  Parliament  to  legislate 
on  the  subjects-matter  named  in  that  section ;  yet,  it  is  equally 
true,  that,  in  its  broadest  sense,  several  of  the  subjects- matter  named 
in  sec.  92,  on  which  the  Local  Legislatures  can  legislate,  are, 
directly,  within  subjects-matter  in  sec.  91  ;  as  instance,  as  before 
named,  solemnization  of  marriage  as  within  the  wide  subject  of 
marriage  ;  and  the  granting  of  shop,  saloon,  tavern,  auctioneer  and 
other  licenses,  as  within  the  wide  subject  of  trade.  This,  neces- 
sarily,— and  therefore  it  is  not  at  all  singular  that  it  should  do 
so, — involves  a  conflict  between  the  two  legislative  bodies  ;  aud 
such  conflict,  when  it  does  occur,  is  expressly  provided  for  in  the 
Act.  Thus,  the  Local  Legislatures  can,  under  the  Act,  bona  fide 
legislate  as  to  licenses,  and,  although,  in  one  sense,  that  is  legislat- 
ing on  a  trade  matter ;  yet,  to  that  extent,  bona  fide,  they  can  do  so. 
So,  also,  in  reference  to  solemnization  of  marriage  in  the  Province, 
though  that  is  a  subject  clearly  within  the  wider  subject  of 
marriage.  But,  while  the  Local  Legislatures  can  legislate  on  all 
the  subjects-matter  in  section  92,  within  the  legitimate  scope  of 
those  subjects-matter,  and  not  farther  within  the  subjects-matter  in 
sec.  91  than  is  necessarily  involved  in  legislating  alone  on  the 
subjects-matter    in  sec.  92  ;  as  for    instance   in   legislating   as    to 
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solemnization  of  marriage)  y6l  do  farther  than  that  on  the  subject 
of  marriage;  »>n  licenses,  At.,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  revenue, 

hut  no  farther  than  that  on  the  Subject  of  trade;  on  property  and 
oivil  rights  in  the  Province,  but  DO  farther  than  that  so  as  to  make 
that  a  legislation  on  trade  and  commerce  ;  on  the   fisheries,    within 

the  legitimate  meaning  of  the  term  ;  on  bankruptcy  and  insol- 
vency j  on  marriage  and  divorce;  on  bills  of  exohange  and  pro- 
missory  notes,  or  on  any  other  of  the  subjects-matter  enumerated  in 
section  91. 

On  the  other  hand,  Parliament,  under  the  express  language 
o{  the  Act,  and  as  the  rationale  of  the  decisions,  can,  notwithstand- 
ing anything  in  the  Act,  legislate  effectually  on  the  regulation  of 
trade  and  commerce,  no  matter  how  much  it  may  interfere  with 
property  and  oivil  rights  ;  with  the  right  to  grant  licenses,  or  with 
matters  of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the  Province  :  on 
bankruptcy  and  insolvency;  no  matter  how  much  it  may  inter- 
fere with  property  and  civil  rights;  with  licenses,  or  procedure  in 
civil  matters  in  the  courts  ;  aud,  also,  as  we  have  seen,  clearly,  on 
marriage,  though  it  may  interfere  with  solemnization  of  marriage; 
that  great  apparent,  (as  it  has  been  treated),  stumbling  block  in 
the  way  of  putting  in  full  force  the  rule,  purposely  framed  for  that 
purpose,  as  we  have  seen,  that  the  Act  itself  furnishes  us. 

We  have  before  examined  some  of  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne's 
language  in  this  case,  and,  fairly  testing  it,  have  seen,  that,  carried 
to  its  logical  sequence,  on  some  of  the  subjects,  at  least,  in  section 
92,  the  Legislatures  could  not  legislate  at  all.  The  well  decided 
cases  sustain  no  such  position  as  that. 

The  learned  Judge  thinks  it  is  impossible  that  the  holding 
in  the  cases  of  Severn  v.  The  Queen;  The  City  of  Fredericton  v. 
Barker,  and  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons  can  be  recon- 
ciled. From  the  point  of  view  of  the  learned  Judge  in  the 
matter  it  would  be  as  difficult  for  him  to  reconcile  these  cases,  as  it 
was  for  Mr.  Benjamin,  in  the  Privy  Council, — taking  the  same 
position  a-  Mr.  Mowat,  Mr.  Blake  and  others  have  taken  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  and  elsewhere,  that  the  Local  Legisla- 
ture, having  the  "  exclusive''  power  to  legislate  on  all  the  sub- 
jects-matter in  section  92,  Parliament  cannot  legislate  within  any 
of  these  subjects- matter — to  furnish  any  reasonable  construction  of 
the  Act  at  all ;  or  to  show,  if  Parliament  were  so  limited  and  con- 
fined, how  it  could  possibly  legislate  at  all  on  the  subjects-matter 
given  to  it.      Their  absurdities,  in  the  matter,  are  very  apparent. 
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But,  in  the  three  cases  named,  as  they  were  decided,  there  is 
no  inconsistency  at  all.     In  Severn  v.  The  Queen,  whether  rightly 
or  wrongly  decided,  the  holding  simply  was  that  Brewers'  licenses 
were  not  included  in  the  classes  of  licenses  named  in  sub-section  9  ; 
and,  therefore,  by  virtue  of  that  clause,  the  Local  Legislatures  had  no 
power  to  legislate  in  reference  to  Brewers'  licenses.     In  the  City 
of  Fredericton  v.   Barker,  in   the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,   the 
holding  was  that  as  the  legislation  was  a  regulation  of  trade,  there- 
fore, under  the  provisions  of  sec.  91,  it  was  intra  vires  Parliament, 
though  it  did  interfere  with  Property  and  Civil   Rights  in  the 
Province  ;   with  the  right  to  grant  licenses,  or  with   matters  of  a 
merely   local   or  private  nature  in  the   Province.     The   case   of 
Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons  held  that  legislating  as  to  pro- 
visions in  reference  to  the  conditions  in  insurance  policies,  did  not 
legitimately   come   within   the  meaning  of  the  term  "  Trade   and 
Commerce,"  as  used  in  the  91st  section,  no  more  than,  in  another 
case,  the  compelling  Commercial  Travellers  to  take  out  licenses  did, 
so  as  to  render  such  legislation  ultra  vires  the  Legislatures.     Taking 
neither  the  wrong  view  on  the   one  hand  that  Parliament  has  no 
power,  virtually,  to  legislate  at  all  ;  nor,   on  the   other   hand,   that 
the  Legislatures  could  not,  virtually,  legislate  at  all,  and  there  is 
nothing  whatever  inconsistent  in  them  ;  and  nothing  whatever  in 
them  to  prevent,  (as,  in  fact,  proved  to  be  the  case  with  two  of 
the  three  cases  that  did  come  before  them),  the  Judicial  Committee 
of  the  Privy  Council  from  sustaining  the  whole  of  them. 

We  will  now  follow  the  case  we  have  been  considering,  in  its 
treatment,  by,  as  they  designate  themselves, 

THE   PRIVY    COUNCIL    BOARD. 

The  case  containing  the  same  question  that  was  so  largely 
discussed  in  the  Court  below,  and  with  reference  to  which,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  Court  stood  three  to  two,  came  before  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  and  is  reported  in  7  App.  Cas.  96. 
That  learned  body  hold,  with  the  learned  Chief  Justice  and 
Justices  Fournier  and  Henry,  that  the  Ontario  Act  was  not 
ultra  vires  the  Local  Legislature,  on,  substantially,  the  same  lead- 
ing ground  upon  which  it  was  decided  in  the  Court  below,  namely  : — 
That  the  legislation  in  question  was  within  the  clause  in  section  92, 
covering  property  and  civil  rights  ;  and,  therefore,  was  within  the 
power  of  the  Local  Legislature ;  and  the  Act  in  question  that  was 
passed  with  reference  to  conditions  in  policies  issued  by  Insurance 
Companies,  was  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  terms,  "  regulation 
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of  trade  and  commerce,"  in  the  91st section)  and,  therefore,  the 
legislation   was  not   ousted  by  any    power  given   to    Parliament, 

trader  the  clauses  of  the  I'lst  section  of  the  Act;  and  that  there 
was  do  oonfliot  between  the  Act  in  question, and  the  insurance  Act 
of  Parliament,  which  expressly  recognised  in  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures the  power  of  legislating  with  reference  to  Insurance  Com- 
panics.  In  both  <>f  these  points  there  is  a  perfect  analogy  between 
this  case,  and  that  <^'  Robertson  r.  The  Queen,  (The  Fisheries 
case  thai  was  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada.  So,  this 
ease  in  the  Privy  Council  is  an  affirmation  of  the  holding  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  not  only  in  this  case,  hut  in  the  Fish- 
cries  case  as  well  ;  the  point  in  each  case  being  that  it  is  always  a 
question  of  construction,  the  same  as  in  numerous  other  statutes,  as 
to  whether  a  subject-matter  is  within  certain  language  or  not. 
The  same  point,  exactly,  was  involved  in  several  of  the  earlier 
cases  we  have  examined  ;  some  of  which  were  decided  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  N.  B. ;  and  some  by  the  Privy  Council.  The 
question  in  this  class  of  cases  is  not,  then,  what  shall  be  done  when 
there  is  a  conflict  in  the  legislation  between  the  two  bodies,  by  the 
legislation  being  in  respect  to,  or  affecting  a  matter  with  reference 
to  which  each  of  the  bodies  has  legislative  power ;  as  was  the  case 
in  Russell  v.  The  Queen  ;  dishing  v.  Dupuy,  and  in  a  number  of 
other  cases ;  but,  rather,  whether  the  subject-matter  comes  within 
one  or  the  other  of  certain  clauses,  or  not.  Hence,  reasoning  in  a 
case, — where  the  question  involved  was  not  one  of  legislation  in 
which  conflicting  rights  clearly  existed,  as  between  insolvency  and 
procedure  in  courts;  between  trade  and  commerce  and  the  right  to 
grant  licenses ;  to  legislate  as  to  property  and  civil  rights,  or  as  to 
matters  of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the  Province ;  but, 
only  on  the  question,  for  instance,  whether  the  right  in  the  pro- 
perty of  a  fishery  was  vested  in  the  Dominion  by  virtue  of  its 
right  to  legislate  on  the  subject  of  the  "  Fisheries ;"  or  whether 
legislation  on  the  narrow  subject  as  to  the  contents  of  conditions 
in  Insurance  Policies  in  the  particular  Province  legislating,  was 
within  the  proper  meaning  of  the  term  "  the  regulation  of  trade 
and  commerce;" — might,  as  regards  the  different  class  of  cases 
named,  appear  like  very  incorrect  reasoning;  and,  certainly,  would 
be  extra-judicial  as  applied  to  the  claas  of  cases  not  then  under 
consideration. 

It  was  thus  reasoning  from  statements  in   this  case, — not  so 
carefully  limited,  as  evidently  would  have  been  the  case  had  that 
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very  able  lawyer,  Lord  Selborne,  (formerly  Sir  Roundell 
Palmer),  delivered  the  judgment,  as  he  did  in  some  of  the  earlier 
cases  that  we  examined, — that  led  writers  for  political  papers,  and 
others  of  a  similar  line  of  thought,  improperly  to  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  ratio  decidendi  of  The  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v. 
Parsons  warranted  them  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  in  Russell 
v.  The  Queen,  it  would  be  decided  that  the  Canada  Temperance 
Act  was  ultra  vires  Parliament.  That  it  was  not  so  decided,  but  a 
really  more  extreme  rule  being  there  adopted  than  had  been  applied 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  in  any  case  there  decided,  showed 
that  the  reasoning  from  the  Insurance  case,  that  led  to  the  predic- 
tions we  have  named,  was  wrong. 

It  is  perfectly  correct  in  the  class  of  cases  that  we  are  now 
examining,  as  we  have  claimed  from  the  outset,  that,  when  such 
questions  arise,  they  have  to  be  considered  on  their  individual 
merits;  and,  that, giving  a  proper  construction  to  the  words  "  trade 
and  commerce,"  as  has  been  done  in  this  class  of  cases,  is  not,  by 
any  meaus,  to  hold,  as  we  have  seen  some  of  the  learned  Judges 
have  done  repeatedly,  because,  in  case  of  conflict  between  the 
subjects-matter  bona  fide  within  the  clauses  in  sec.  91  being  so 
legitimately  legislated  upon  by  Parliament,  though  coming  in  con- 
tact with  subjects-matter  in  sec.  92,  that,  in  such  case,  these  latter 
must  yield,  so  far  as  they  are  included  in,  or  are  covered  or  affected 
by  such  legitimate  legislation  within  the  scope  of  the  subjects-mat- 
ter in  sec.  91 ;  that,  therefore,  every  Act  that  the  Local  Legislature 
may  pass  must  necessarily  come  within  one  or  the  other  of  the  powers 
of  Parliament.  In  simple  fairness,  and  not,  by  any  means,  either  as 
an  invidious  distinction,  or  servilely,  we  would  suggest,  that,  in  a 
thoroughly  honest  study  we  have  made  of  the  cases  during  the  in- 
vestigation into  which  we  have  gone,  we  have  found,  as  far  as  we 
have  been  capable  of  judging,  that  the  learned  Chief  Justice  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  has,  in  all  his  judgments  in  that 
Court,  on  the  two  different  classes  of  cases  named,  down  to  the 
Canada  Temperance  Act  case,  inclusive,  invariably  drawn  the  right 
distinction  ;  and,  we  think,  that,  in  all  of  such  cases  as  have  gone  to 
the  Privy  Council,  down  to  that  case  inclusive,  the  judgments  of 
that  very  able  lawyer  have  never  been  over-ruled  ;  whether,  in  the 
Court  below,  he  was  with  the  minority  or  the  majority. 

Unless,  in  the  study  of  this  case,  as  decided  in  the  Privy 
Council,  the  point  on  which  we  have  laid  so  much  stress  is  con- 
stantly kept  in  view;  viz.,  the  particular  class  of  cases  within  which 
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this  o»ae  tails,  the  reasoning  is  well  calculated  to  mislead.  And,  it 
i>  imt  at  all  surprising,  applying  the  reasoning  used  with  reference 
t,>  one  "t"  the  classes  of  oases  we  have  Darned,  to  the  other  entirely 
different  class  to  which  tin-  reasoning  was  not  intended  to  apply,  that 
the  Toronto  GWooeand  its  confreres  were  Led  to  the  incorrect  conclu- 
sions, as  to  its  far  reaching  consequences,  which  they  had  formed.  It 
is  like  the  case,  for  instance,  of  taking  Sik  Wm.  Ritchie's  reason-? 
iiiLr  in  such  rases  as  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  case,  against  what 
we  can  only  truthfully  designate  as  the  "absurdities"  of  the 
majority  of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  N.  B.,  and  of  Mr. 
Justice  1  It.NKv:  and,  then,  taking  his  judgments  in  such  cases,  as, — 
from  these  learned  JUDGES  going  too  far  in  depriving  the  Local 
Legislatures  of  power,  where  there  is  really  no  conflict, — he  is  re- 
si>t'ni'j;  the  reasoning  of  the  learned  Justices  Taschereau  and 
( iwvN n i: ;  and,  fancying,  as  did  these  learned  Judges,  that  the  one 
course  was  antagonistic  to  the  other.  They  were  entirely  different 
cases,  and  involved,  necessarily,  different,  but  not  antagonistic,  treat- 
ment ;  because  there  was  a  difference,  but  no  antagonism,  between 
the  cases.  Had  the  Insurance  case  followed,  instead  of  having 
preceded  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  case,  many  not  bad  lawyers, 
as  the  phrase  goes,  would  have  thought  the  latter  was  over-ruled. 

To  bring  out  the  points  as  we  have  named  them,  as  involved 
in  the  case,  would  necessitate  our  setting  out  nearly  the  whole 
judgment,  and  that  might  be  found  tiresome. 

One  paragraph  we  will  give,  for  two  reasons ;  one  for-  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  the  next  very  lengthy  paragraph,  while 
containing  perfectly  sound  reasoning  as  applicable  to  the  case 
itself;  would  be  entirely  wrong,  if  applied, — as  it  was  not  intended 
to  be  applied — to  the  very  different  class  of  cases  covered  by 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kings,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  N.  B., 
under  Ritchie,  C.  J. ;  by  Cushing  v.  Dupuy,  in  the  Privy  Council ; 
and  by  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  case,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada,  and  before  our  highest  Appellate  Court  as  well.  The 
other  reason,  is  to  show,  by  a  very  palpable  inaccuracy  at  the  close 
of  the  paragraph,  that  the  judgment  was  not  as  carefully  delivered 
as  it  would  have  been  had  it  been  delivered,  by,  for  instance, 
Lord  Selborne. 

The  paragraph,  in  whole,  is  as  follows,  (p.  107) : — 

"The  scheme  of  this  legislation,  as  expressed  in  the  first 
branch  of  sect.  01,  is  to  give  to  the  Dominion  Parliament  authority 
to  make  laws  for  the  good  government  of  Canada  in  all   matters 
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not  coming  within  the  class  of  subjects  assigned  exclusively  to  the 
Provincial  Legislature.  If  the  91st  section  had  stopped  here,  and 
if  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  section  92  had  been 
altogether  distinct  and  different  from  those  in  sect.  91,  no  conflict 
of  legislative  authority  could  have  arisen.  The  Provincial  Legis- 
latures would  have  had  exclusive  legislative  power  over  the 
sixteen  classes  of  subjects  assigned  to  them,  and  the  Dominion 
Parliament  exclusive  power  over  all  other  matters  relating  to  the 
good  government  of  Canada.  But  it  must  have  been  foreseen," 
(that  it  was  "  foreseen,"  we  have  seen  by  the  statement  we  have 
quoted,  from  Lord  Carnarvon's  remarks  in  the  House  of  Lords), 
"  that  this  sharp  and  definite  distinction  had  not  been  and  could  not 
be  attained,  and  that  some  of  the  classes  assigned  to  the  Provincial 
Legislatures  unavoidably  ran  into  and  were  embraced  by  some  of 
the  enumerated  classes  of  subjects  in  sect.  91  ;  hence  an  endeavor 
appears  to  have  been  made  to  provide  for  the  cases  of  apparent 
conflict  ;  and  it  would  seem  that  with  this  object  it  was  declared 
in  the  second  branch  of  the  91st  section,  'for  greater  certainty,  but 
not  so  as  to  restrict  the  generality  of  the  foregoing  terms  of  this 
section/  that,  (notwithstanding  anything  in  the  Act),  the  exclusive 
legislative  authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  should  extend  to 
all  matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in 
that  section.  With  the  same  object,  apparently,  the  paragraph  at 
the  end  of  sect.  91  was  introduced,  though  it  may  be  observed  that 
this  paragraph  applies  in  its  grammatical  construction  only  to 
No.  16  of  sect.  92." 

That,  except  the  mistake  in  the  criticism,  in  the  italicised  part 
of  the  paragraph,  is  a  correct  statement  of  the  design  and  effect  of 
the  language  of  the  Act ;  that  is,  by  the  first  clause,  repeated,  (we 
apprehend,  with  a  much  fuller  grammatical  effect  than  is  attributed 
to  it  in  the  above),  in  the  final  clause  of  the  section ;  that,  in  cases 
of  conflict  between  Parliament  and  the  Legislatures  with  reference 
to  the  subjects-matter  in  the  9Lst  and  92nd  sections,  Parliament  is 
the  dominant  power,  and  all  bona  fide  legislation  by  Parliament, 
within  the  subjects-matter  of  section  91,  is  intra  vires  Parliament; 
no  matter  how  much  it  may  "over-ride,"  "overbear,"  "  exclude," 
or  "  supersede  "  the  power  of  the  Local  Legislatures  with  refer- 
ence to  any  of  the  subordinate  classes  in  section  92 ;  the  so-called 
"exclusive"  legislative  authority  in  reference  to  which  is  given  to 
the  Local  Legislatures ;  for,  not  only  is  this  expressly  provided 
for  in  the  first  clause  of  section  91  ;  but,  by  the  closing  clause  it  is 
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also,  a-  WC  have  seen,  in  effect  declared,  that  DO  matter  how  much 
the  subjects-matter  in  section  91  may  come  within  those  in  section 
92,  they  shall    OOl    be   deemed    to  do  so:  so,  that,  notwithstanding 

anything  in  the  Act,  Parliament,  legislating  bonafde  on  any  sub- 
ject-matter in  section  $1,  shall  have  the  fulled  power  and  authority 
to  (/,.  so,  "  notwithstanding  anything  in  "  section  i)2  ;  and  notwith- 

Btanding  that  some,  at  least,  of  t  he  subjects-matter  in  section  92, 
arc  within  the  very  language  of  BOme  of  those  in  section  01  ;  yet, 
luitid  //(/c  legislation  by  Parliament  on  subjects-matter  in  section  91, 
is  not  prevented,  so  Car  as  may  be  found  necessary  by  Parliament 
for  effective  legislation  on  the  subjects- matter  in  section  91; 
though  such  legislation  "over-rides,"  "over-bears,"  or  entirely  des- 
troys, (as  by  the  Canada  Temperance  Act;  or  by  a  Prohibitory 
Liquor  Act,  for  instance),  the  legislative  power  of  the  Local  Legis- 
latures with  respect  to  the  subjects-matter  in  section  92,  that  have 
bond  fide  fallen  within  the  purview  of  the  effectual  legislation  of 
Parliament  on  the  subjects-matter  in  section  91. 

That  is  the  law  of  the  passage  we  have  quoted  from  the  Insur- 
ance Case,  in  the  Privy  Council. 

Now  comes  the  next  paragraph  to  which  we  have  referred, 
which  has  no  bearing  at  all  upon  the  law  as  we  have  above  stated 
it ;  and  has  no  applicability  whatever  to  the  law  in  such  cases  as 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  King's;  Russell  v.  The  Queen;  or 
Gushing  v.  Dupuy.  It  assumes  that  all  we  have  alleged,  as  above, 
is  the  clear  meaning  of  the  Act,  to  meet  the  conflict  that  the 
framers  of  the  Act  had  "  foreseen  ;"  and  had,  to  meet  it,  made  the 
provisions  they  did  :  stating  their  meaning  in  clear  terms  in  the 
closing  part  of  the  first  clause  of  the  91st  section  of  the  Act,  and 
rendering  it  more  emphatic  by  stating  it  again  in  the  closing  clause 
of  that  section. 

All  that,  then,  being  conceded  in  the  case  we  are  considering, 
which  was  not  a  question  as  to  whether  certain  legislation  of  Par- 
liament was  good  or  not,  as  to  being  an  interference  with  local 
powers,  as  it  was  in  the  cases  above  named,  in  effect,  (because  in  all 
of  them,  admittedly,  the  questions  of  clear  conflict  between  the  two 
Legislatures  were  involved),  but  whether  the  Legislatures  could 
legislate  in  respect  to  matters  within  their  jurisdiction,  though  a 
forced  construction  might  possibly  bring  them  within,  in  some  re- 
mote sense,  some  of  the  clauses  in  sec.  91.  The  effect  of  the  para- 
graph is  to  show,  that,  as  sections  91  and  92  are  framed,  the  right 
of  the  Local  Legislatures,  to  legislate  in  the  first  instance,  that  is  be- 
fore Parliament  has  so  legislated  on  any  of  the  subjects-matter  in 
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sec.  91  as  to  exclude  or  over-ride  such  local  legislation,  is  conceded 
with  regard  to  some,  at  least,  of  the  subjects-matter  of  sec.  92, 
which  come,  in  fact,  within  the  very  phraseology  of  sec.  91. 

Take,  now,  the  paragraph  which  has  required  the  explanation 
we  have  given  of  it ;  because  it,  perhaps  more  than  any  other 
portion  of  the  case,  has  caused  the  holding  in  the  case  to  be  mis- 
understood ;  which  holding,  as  we  have  seen,  simply  is,  that  local 
legislation  as  to  the  conditions  in  a  policy  of  insurance  was  not 
legislating  within  the  term  "  Trade  aud  Commerce ;"  and  that 
Parliament  itself  recognised  this  fact ;  as  it  did  in  the  Fishery  Act, 
that  there  were  other  rights  outstanding  in  the  Fisheries.  Admit- 
ting again,  at  the  very  commencement  of  the  paragraph  "  the  pre- 
eminence "  which  it  was  designed  by  the  Act  to  give  "  to  the 
Dominion  Parliament  in  cases  of  a  conflict  of  powers,"  it  thus 
proceeds, — 

"  Notwithstanding  this  endeavour  to  give  pre-eminence  to  the 
Dominion  Parliament  in  cases  of  a  conflict  of  powers,  it  is  obvious 
that  in  some  cases,  where  this  apparent  conflict  exists,  the  Legisla- 
ture could  not  have  intended  that  the  powers  exclusively  assigned 
to  the  Provincial  Legislature  should  be  absorbed  in  those  given  to 
the  Dominion  Parliament." 

We  have  to  remind  our  readers  that  this  applies  to  a  case 
where  it  was  wrongly  contended,  in  the  Court  below,  by  two  of  the 
learned  Judges,  that  the  Local  Legislatures  had  no  power  to  legis- 
late, even  on  the  subjects-matter  named  in  sect.  92,  where  these 
conflicted  with  the  powers  in  sect.  91.  And  it  is  to  meet  such  an 
error  that  the  judgment  in  the  Privy  Council  is  framed.  And  it 
is  also  necessary  constantly  to  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  reasoning 
here  is  not  directed  against  a  claim  that  Parliament  cannot  over- 
ride the  legislation  of  the  Legislatures,  as  is  provided  in  and  by 
the  opening  and  closing  clauses  of  section  91 ;  but  against  a  claim, 
the  unsoundness  of  which  from  the  commencement  of  this  treatise 
we  have  insisted  on,  that,  virtually,  the  Local  Legislatures  could 
not  legislate  at  all.  And,  jumping  from  the  result  of  this  case, 
which  holds  they  can,  it  has  been  perverted — particularly  while  we 
were  awaiting  the  decision  of  the  Privy  Council  in  the  Canada 
Temperance  Act  case, — into  making  out  that  it,  in  effect,  holds  that 
Parliament  cannot  legislate  at  all.  So  they  jump  from  extreme  to 
extreme  in  connection  with  these  noted  sections.  Thus,  in  the  same 
spirit,  we  have  Mr.  Justice  Henry  claiming,  in  effect,  that  if  it 
were  held  that  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  was  valid,  this  would 
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not  only  destroy  the  power  of  the  Legislatures  to  grant  licenses; 
hut  it  would  also  declare  tbal  snob  licenses  were  illegal  since  Con- 
federation; though  during  all  thai  time  the  power  of  Parliament 

to  over-ride  the  right  <>t"  the  Local  Legislatures  to  legislate  as  to 
licenses,  had  never  been  invoked  at  all.  We  intend  to  refer  again, 
more  fully,   to  this  illogical   view  of  Mr.  Justice   HENRY,  of  the 

Act.  when  w e  get  through  with  our  examination  of  the  case  we 
have  now  under  review. 

Following  the  passage  we  have  quoted,  the  Privy  Council 
continue   thus, — 

"  Take  as  one  instance  the  subject  'marriage  and  divorce'  con- 
tained in  the  enumeration  of  subjects  in  sect.  91  ;  it  is  evident 
that  solemnization  of  marriage  would  come  within  this  general 
description  ;  yet  'solemnization  of  marriage  in  the  Province'  is 
enumerated  among  the  classes  of  subjects  in  sec.  92,  and  no  one 
can  doubt,  notwithstanding  the  general  language  of  sect.  91,  that 
this  subject  is  still  within  the  exclusive  authority  of  the  Legisla- 
tures of  the  Provinces." 

This,  the  intelligent  reader  will  not  fail  to  notice,  connected 
with  its  immediately  preceding  context,  is  simply  to  show,  that, 
because  the  general  language  of  the  term  *'  marriage,"  in  sec.  91, 
over  which  Parliament  has  the  "  exclusive"  power  to  legislate,  is 
wide  enough  to  include  the  subject  of  "  solemnization  of  marriage," 
a  subject-matter  within  the  "  exclusive"  legislative  power  of  the 
Local  Legislatures — the  reader  must  keep  in  mind  that  this 
stumbling-block  "exclusive''  is  rendered  in  each  case,  by  the 
governing  language  of  sees.  91  and  92,  a  word  of  limited,  qualified 
meaning — u  that  it  could  not  have  been  intended  that  the  powers 
exclusively  assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  should  be 
absorbed,"  ("  swallowed  up  as  a  vortex ;  destroyed."  Wore.),  "  in 
those  given  to  the  Dominion  Parliament."  That  is,  that  because 
Parliament  has  the  exclusive,  dominating,  over-riding  power,  on 
the  general  subject  of  "  marriage,"  which  is  wide  enough  to  include 
solemnization  of  marriage,  it  must  not  be  supposed  that,  therefore, 
the  Local  Legislature  cannot  legislate  at  all,  with  reference  to  this 
subject  This  is  no  answer  to  the  claim,  admitted  to  be  well- 
founded,  that  Parliament  has  the  over-riding  power;  but  is,  in 
effect,  a  claim,  that,  that  being  the  case,  does  not,  necessarily, 
destroy  the  subordinate  power.  It  may  do  so,  wholly  or  partially, 
after  effectual  legislation  by  Parliament,  as  in  the  clear  case  of  so 
destroying  the  power  to  license,  by  the  Canada  Temperance  Act ; 
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but  that  is  only  the  result  of  legislation  by  Parliament,  actually 
and  effectually  had  within  a  subject  matter  within  its  superior 
cognizance.  But,  until  Parliament  has  so  'legislated,  the  Local 
Legislature  can  go  on  and  legislate  on  the  subject,  for  instance,  of 
solemnization  of  marriage,  but  no  farther  within  the  subject  of 
marriage  than  that.  It  can  go  on  and  legislate  within  the  subject 
of  such  licenses  as  fall  within  sub-sec.  9  of  sec.  92  "  in  order  to 
the  raising  of  a  revenue  for  Provincial,  Local  or  Municipal  pur- 
poses ;"  but,  no  further  within  the  subject  of  "  Regulation  ot  Trade 
and  Commerce,"  than  that.  It  is  on  one  side  of  the  truth  involved 
in  this,  that  Mr.  Justice  Henry  errs  ;  and  on  the  other  side  of  it, 
Justices  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  :  the  learned  Chief  Justice, 
and  Mr.  Justice  Fournier  with  him,  in  the  case  below,  having 
been  the  only  Judges  there  who  followed,  between  the  two  wrong 
sets  of  views, — one  on  the  one  side,  and  the  other  on  the  other  side, — 

THE   HAPPY   MEDIUM    LINE    OF   THE   TRUTH. 

But  all  that  is  there,  distorted  and  misunderstood  as  it  has 
been,  is  as  far  as  the  poles  are  asunder  from  holding  that  Parlia- 
ment is  not  the  dominant  power,  and  that  when  the  legislation  of 
the  two  bodies,  under  the  9lst  and  92nd  sections,  conflicts,  the 
legislation  of  the  Local  Legislatures  must  not  give  way.  The 
dominant  power  of  Parliament  is  conceded ;  but  that  concession 
does  not  amount  to  the  admission,  as  Mr.  Justice  Henry,  from  his 
wrong  point  of  view,  and  Justices  Taschereau  and  Gwynne, 
from  theirs,  would  make  it  out  to  be,  that  thereby  the  power  of  the 
Local  Legislatures,  was  ab  initio,  "  absorbed  " — "  swallowed  up  as 
in  a  vortex  ;  destroyed  !  " 

We  might  pursue  the  matter  from  this  case  a  little  further.  In 
continuance,  recollect,  of  the  same  line  of  argument,  which  we — not 
as  a  politician,  but  simply  as  a  legal  analyst — have  fairly  placed 
before  our  readers,  in  our  honest,  and,  say,  patriotic,  effort  to  re- 
move the  ignorance  and  uncertainty  in  which  many  of  the  states- 
men, politicians,  judges  and  lawyers  of  this  Dominion  have  been  so 
apparently  hopelessly  involved,  in  connection  with  the  questions  we 
are  considering  ;  the  learned  Judicial  Committee  go  on, — 

"  So,  '  the  raising  of  money  by  any  mode  or  system  of  taxa- 
tion '  is  enumerated  among  the  classes  of  subjects  in  section  91  ; 
but  though  the  description  is  sufficiently  large  and  general  to  in- 
clude 'direct  taxation  within  the  Province,  in  order  to  the  raising 
of  a  revenue  for  Provincial  purposes,'  assigned  to  the  Provincial 
Legislatures  by  section  92,  it,  obviously,  could  not  have  been  in- 
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tended  that,  in  tliis  instanoe  also,  the  general  power  should  over- 
ride the  particular  oiu\" 

This  is  an  admirable  instance,  selected*  by  the  Privy  Council, 
to  sustain  their  argument  against  Just  ires  Takciieueau  and 
(Iw\nm:,  True,  the  power  in  Parliament  "to  raise  money  by 
any  mode  or  system  of  taxation"  is  large  enough  not  only  to  in- 
elude  direct  taxation  for  general  Dominion  purposes,  but  also,  as 
their  LORDSHIPS  of  the  Privy  Counail  put  it,  "  for  Provincial  pur- 
poses" as  well ;  but  is  that  reasonable?  True,  by  straining  the 
words  von  ran  include  that,  but  isn't  it  contrary  to  the  very 
Bpiril  of  the  Act  that  that  power  should,  ab  initio,  or  at  all — as  re- 
gards that  particular  subject-matter, — be  taken  away  from  the 
Local  Legislature-? 

There  is  no  allegation  at  all  that  Parliament  if  it  saw  fit,  for 
"the  peace"  of  the  Dominion,  to  abrogate  the  National  Policy; 
and,  following  England  in  her  so-called  "  Free  Trade  "  system, 
obtained  the  revenue  of  Canada  largely  by  direct  taxation;  imposing, 
as  England  does,  an  income  tax;  that  Parliament  could  not  do  so. 
But,  that,  even  in  that  case,  the  Local  Legislatures  could  still  ex- 
ercise their  right  of  direct  taxation,  without  at  all  conflicting  with 
the  exercise  of  a  similar  right  in  Parliament.  In  the  dissenting 
judgment  of  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie,  (then  Mr.  Justice  Ritchie),  in 
Severn  v.  The  Queen,  2  S.  C.  R.  101,  this  very  point  is  considered. 
In  answer  to  his  learned  colleagues,  who  differed  with  him  in  that 
case,  he  says,  on  the  very  point  the  Privy  Council  in  the  case  we 
are  examining,  were  considering. — 

"  It  is  said  this  construction  conflicts  with  the  power  of  the 
Dominion  Government  to  regulate  trade  and  commerce,  and  the 
raising  of  money  by  any  mode  or  system  of  taxation.  All  I  can 
say  in  answer  to  that  is  that  so  far,  and  so  far  only,  as  the  raising 
of  a  revenue  for  provincial,  municipal  and  local  purposes  is  con- 
cerned, the  British  North  America  Act,  in  my  opinion,  gives  to  the 
Local  Legislatures  not  an  inconsistent,  but  a  concurrent  'power 
of  taxation,  and  I  fail  to  see  any  necessary  conflict;  certainly,  no 
other  or  greater  than  would  necessarily  arise  from  the  exercise  of 
the  power  of  direct  taxation  and  the  granting  of  shop  and 
auctioneer  licenses  specially  vested  in  the  Local  Legislatures.  It 
cannot  be  doubted,  I  apprehend,  that  both  the  Local  Legislatures 
wad  D<yrnvnion  Parliament  may  raise  a  revenue  by  direct  taxa- 
tion,  wad,  if  90,  why  may  not  both  a  revenue  by  means  of  licenses  ? 
There  need  be  no  more  conflict  in  the  one  case  thau  in  the  other." 
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This,  too,  is  the  view  taken  of  the  same  matter  by  the  Privy 
Council,  in  Dow  v.  Black,  L.  R.,  6  P.  C,  282,  referring  to  clause 
2  of  section  92,  relatively  with  clause  3  of  section  91.  Their 
Lordships  say, — 

"  They  think  it  must  be  taken  to  enable  the  Provincial  Legis- 
lature whenever  it  shall  see  fit,  to  impose  direct  taxation  for  a 
local  purpose  upon  a  particular  locality  within  the  Province.  They 
conceive  that  the  3rd  article  of  sect.  91  is  to  be  reconciled  with  the 
2nd  article  of  section  92,  by  treating  the  former  as  empowering 
the  supreme  legislature  to  raise  revenue  by  any  mode  of 
taxation,  whether  direct  or  indirect  \  and  the  latter  as  con- 
fining the  Provincial  Legislature  to  direct  taxation  within  the 
Province  for  Provincial  purposes." 

The  reasoning  in,  and  the  rationale  of  the  Citizens'  Insurance 
Co.  v.  Parsons,  in  the  Privy  Council,  are  not  then, — agreeing 
precisely  with  the  views  of  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie,  in  the  Court  below, 
both  in  the  case  itself,  and,  as  quoted  above,  in  Severn  v.  The 
Queen, — at  all  as  they  have  been  mistakingly  supposed  to  have 
been.  It  was  obvious  to  us,  as  we  pointed  out  in  February,  1882, 
before  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  case  was  decided  in  the  Privy 
Council,  that  the  Toronto  Globe,  and  those  of  the  same  line  of 
thought,  were  wrong,  and  utterly  misunderstood  the  holding  in  the 
case  we  are  considering ;  and  that  there  was  nothing  whatever  in 
that  case,  "  the  tendency"  of  which  was  to  show  that  the  Canada 
Temperance  Act  was  ultra  vires ;  and  that  that  Act  must,  and 
necessarily  would  be  sustained,  unless  the  Privy  Council  ignored 
their  reasoning,  and  reversed  their  holding,  in  Valin  v.  Langlois, 
and  in  Gushing  v.  Dupuy.  This,  they  were  very  far  from  doing 
in  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons  ;  the  holding  in  which, 
as  the  sequel  showed,  they  affirmed,  and  established,  and  extended, 
(as  we  shall  see,  very  much  extended),  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen. 
So,  whether  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons  had  preceded 
or  succeeded  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  the  one  did  not  over-rule  the 
other;  but  the  latter  case  carried  the  law  even  still  farther  than  the 
former. 

But,  taking  the  reasoning  in  the  one  case,  (and,  that,  not  as  a 
whole,  but  in  isolated  and  distorted  passages),  used  as  regards  one 
class  of  cases,  where,  on  a  perfectly  correct  principle,  as  we  have 
seen  from  the  start,  the  power  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  the 
legislation  in  question  was  sustained  ;  and,  applying  those  isolated 
and  distorted  passages  to  a  case,  where,  in  an   entirely  different 
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class,  the  legislation  of  Parliament  was  sustained,  and  where  the 
power  of  the  Local  Legislatures  was  "  over-borne,"  "  over-ridden," 
"  excluded,"  and  "superseded''  as  Mr.  Btafa  Baid  could  not  be 
done  was  no1  wise  ;  and  those  political  writers,  who  undertook  to 
be  exponents  of  the  Law,  succeeded  in  doing  nothing  but  deceiving 
their  renders  and  themselves. 

It  was,  then,  in  the  case  we  are  considering,  laid  down  as 
follows,   p.  109),— 

"  The  firsl  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  the  Act  impeach- 
ed in  the  present  appeals  falls  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
enumerated  in  sect.  92,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures 
of  the  Provinces  ;  for  if  it  does  not,  it  can  be  of  no  validity,  and  no 
Other  question  would  then  arise.  It  is  only  when  an  Act  of  the 
Provincial  Legislature  prima  facit  falls  within  one  of  these 
classes  of  subjects  that  the  further  questions  arise,  viz.,  whether, 
notwithstanding  this  is  so,  the  subject  of  the  Act  does  not  also 
fall  within  one  of  the  enumerated  classes  of  subjects  in  sect.  91, 
and  whether  the,  power  of  ike  Provincial  Legislature  is  or  is  not 
then  by  ov(  r-l><>rne." 

There,  as  has  been  contended  throughout  this  treatise,  is  the 
rule,  "  a  hard  and  fast  one  ;"  given,  as  the  statute  furnishes  it,  as 
we  pointed  out  at  the  very  outset  of  this  treatise.  But,  as  we  have 
also  intimated,  in  applying  this  rule,  *  it  is  quite  another  matter  ; 
and,  there,  case  after  case,  as  it  arises,  has  to  be  considered  with 
proper  judicial  knowledge,  and  decided  on  the  principles  of  con- 
struction applicable  to  any  similar  case — and  there  are  many  such 
cases-r- arising  under  any  statute,  deed  or  other  instrument. 

So  applied,  that  is,  under  "  the  hard  and  fast  rule"  which  the 
Act  gives  us,  the  following  is  perfectly  correct.  But  if  misapplied, 
(as  it  has  been),  to  affect  the  force  or  validity  of  the  rule  given, 
expressly,  by  the  statute  itself,  it  is  no  wonder  that  it  produces 
nothing  but  confusion.  The  following,  properly  applied,  is 
exceedingly  wise:  misapplied,  as  it  has  been,  it  results  in  confusion 
and  nonsense;  so  much  of  which  elements  abound  in  many  of  the 
foolish  arguments  and  judgments  on   the  intricate  questions  con- 

*  It  will  lie  noticed  throughout  this  treatise  how  persistently  this  rule,  has, 
in  case  after  case,  been  denial  or  misunderstood  ;  by  lawyers  who  seem  to  have 
utterly  unable  to  grapple  with  the  questions  involved  ;  and  by  Judges,  who, 
though  over-flowing  with  pretension,  are  so  ignorant  of  law,  that,  of  one  of  the 
most  ignorant  and  pretentious  of  them,  it  is  said,  (on  the  authority  of  one  of  his 
almost  equally  ignorant,  and  still  more  pretentious  brother- Judges),  that  he  made 
the  humiliating  confession,  that  he  haa  never  read  but  one  taw  bonk  in  his  life, — 
Selwyn's  Nisi  1'rius  !  Fine  judgments,  certainly,  must  be  expected  from  a  state 
of  facts  like  that  ! 
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tained  in  the  cases  we  have  examined.  Their  Lordships  say, 
very  judiciously, — 

"  In  these  cases  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Courts,  however  difficult 
it  may  be,  to  ascertain  in  what  degree,  and  to  what  extent,  authority 
lo  deal  with  matters  falling  within  these  classes  of  subjects  exists  in 
each  Legislature,  and  to  define  in  the  particular  case  before  them  the 
limits  of  their  respective  powers.  It  could  not  have  been  the  in- 
tention that  a  conflict  should  exist ;  and  in  order  to  prevent  such  a 
result,  the  two  sections  must  be  read  together,  and  the  language  of 
one  interpreted,  and,  where  necessary,  modified  by  that  of  the 
other."  (Just,  for  instance,  as  was  done  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  in  the  Fisheries  case,  where,  altho'  the  word  "  Fisheries," 
was,  in  an  extreme  sense,  large  enough  to  include  the  fisheries, — as 
property,  the  riparian  rights  in  the  land, — yet  it  was  held  that  a  fair 
construction  of  the  different  parts  of  the  Act  involved  no  such  ex- 
treme reading  of  the  word  tl  Fisheries ; "  and,  that,  therefore,  the 
riparian  rights  in  the  land,  were  not,  by  the  use  of  such  word, 
separated  from  the  land  itself;  of  which  they  were  an  incident). 
"  In  this  way  it  may,  in  most  cases,  be  found  possible  to  arrive  at 
a  reasonable  and  practicable  construction  of  the  language  of  the 
sections,  so  as  to  reconcile  the  respective  powers  they  contain,  and 
give  effect  to  them  all."  (As  in  the  word,  ■  ■  Fisheries,"  on  the  one 
hand ;  and  the  word  "  Lands,"  on  the  other,  in  the  case  named  above 
in  parenthesis ;  or,  in  the  word  "  Lands  "  or  "  Royalties/'  on  the 
one  hand ;  and  the  word  "  Revenue,"  on  the  other,  as  was  done 
in  the  Mercer  Escheat  case).  "  In  performing  this  difficult  duty, 
it  will  be  a  wise  course  for  those  on  whom  it  is  thrown,  to  decide 
each  case  which  arises  as  best  they  can,  without  entering  more 
largely  upon  an  interpretation  of  the  statute  than  is  necessary  for 
the  decision  of  the  particular  question  in  hand." 

And,  after  the  magnificent  reasoning,  (as  a  general  thing),  of 
Sir  Montague  E.  Smith,  in  that  case,  as  applicable  to  the  par- 
ticular matter  for  adjudication,  their  Lordships  uttered  the  exceed- 
ingly careful  and  well-guarded  sentence  following.     They  say, — 

"  Construing,  therefore,  the  words  '  regulation  of  Trade  and 
Commerce,'  by  the  various  aids  to  their  interpretation  as  above 
suggested,  they  would  include  political  arrangements  in  regard  to 
trade  requiring  the  sanction  of  Parliament ;  regulation  of  trade  in 
matters  of  inter- Provincial  concern,  and  it  may  be  that  they  would 
include  general  regulation  of  trade  affecting  the  whole 
dominion."     (This  "  may  be,"  was,  as  we  have  seen,  authoritatively 
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established,  as  do  longer  a  possibility,  or  a  probability,  hut  an 
absolute  certainty,  in  Russell  d.  The  Queen  -the  Canada  Teaa- 
ptiwuof  An  ease,  before  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  .     "  Their  Lordships  <d>st<tin  on  tin-  present  ooeawm  Jcom 

any  attempt  to  define  111 1  limits  OF  i  iik  Armoum  «»!•  the 
pomimon  i'\i;ii\mim-  in  nils  DIRECTION.  It  is  enough  for  the 
decision  of  the  preset  case  to  say,  that,  in  their  view,  iteauthorhij 
to  legislate  for  the  regulation  of  trade  and  oowwae  does  not  com- 
vrchmdthe  power  to  regulate  by  legislation  do-  contracts  of  a  par- 
ticular business  or  trad,,  srril  (|  As  the  Hl'siNESS  <>K  1  IRE 
inm'Kam h  in  \  siNci.K  PROVINCE;  (!!),*  and,  therefore,  that  its 
legislative  authority  dors  not,  in  the  present  case,  conflict  or  com  - 
pete  with  i!i«'  power  over  Property  and  Civil  Rights  assigned  to 
the  Legislature  of  Ontario  by  No.  13  of  section  92." 

AND-THAT-IS-ALL  ! 

And  yet  it  was  of  this  case  that  one  of  the  great  (perhaps,  the 
greatest  ,,f  the)  political  Canadian  organs  wailed  out  the  following 
false  notes,— "  I  n  view  of  what  they,  (the  Privy  Council),  have 
said  about  Provincial  jurisdiction,  in  matters  of  trade,  the  fate  of 
the  Scott  Act,  now  before  them  on  appeal,  is,  to  say  the  least 
OF  it,  /•'  ttderedsorm  what  doubtful ;"  and,  away  off  in  the  distance, 
one  of  the  lesser  Canadian  organs*  grinding  out  its  notes,  echoes 
forth,  or  seems  to  do  so  : — "  The  tendency  of  the  decision  in  The 
Citizens'  Insurance  Company  c.  Parsons,  in  the  Privy  Council,  is 
against  the  validity  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  !" 

And  their  readers, — many  of  them  at  least, — swallowed  this 
whole.  And  if  the  Insurance  case  had  succeeded  the  Canada 
Temperance  Act  case,  instead  of  having  preceded  it,  in  the  dreadful 
ignorance  and  utter  inability  of  those  pretentious  writers  to  analize 
a  simple,  legal  case,  there  is  no  doubt  that  "  the  great  leaders  of 
public  thought"  would  have  proclaimed  that  the  decision  in  the 
Canada  Temperance  Act  case  had  been  reversed ;  as  they,  in  effect, 
have  declared  has  been  done  by  the  later  ease,  in  the  Privy  Council , 
of  the  Queen  v.  Hodge — the  Ontario  License  Act  case, — yet  re- 
maining to  be  "honestly,  and,  we  trust,  intelligently,  examined." 

Reverting  now  to  an  extract  we  made  from  the  case,  and 
particularly  to  the  part  which  we  put  in  italics,  (ante,  p.  114), — as  to 
whether,  when  the  subject-matter  comes  within  sect.  92,  and  is  also 

*  See,  in  th-;  Second  Part  of  this  treatise,  our  criticism  on  this  holding  of  the 
Privy  Council,  in  our  examination  of  the  principles  of  construction  laid  down  by 
them  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalties  Board  and  Russell  v.  The  Queen. 
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found  to  come  within  sec.  91,  "the power  of  the  Provincial  Legis- 
latures is  or  is  not  thereby  over-borne," — the  "  over-ridden,"  "  ex- 
cluded," or  "  superseded"  of  Mr.  Blake — we  will  direct  attention 
to  the  ratio  decidendi  of  the  cases,  and  of  the  reasoning  in  them,  on 
this  point. 

For  instance,  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  and,  still  more 
plainly,  a  Prohibitory  Law,  would  absolutely  "  exclude"  the  Pro- 
vincial Legislatures  from  legislating  with  reference  to  "shop,  saloon 
or  tavern  licenses,"  for  the  sale  of  spirituous   liquors  in    order   to 
the  raising  of  a  revenue  for  provincial,  local,   or   municipal   pur- 
poses.    The  right  to  legislate  on  the  subject  of  Fisheries,   would 
only  exclude  the  right  to  legislate,  by  the  Legislatures,  on  matters 
within  the  sense  in   which  that  term  "  Fisheries"  is  used  in  the 
Act  ;  and  would  not  vest  the  title  in  the   riparian   rights  of   the 
land  in  the  Dominion  ;  altho'   Parliament  could  legislate  on   the 
''  property  and  civil  rights"  in  the  land,  as  far   as  such  legislation 
was  legitimate  legislation  within  the  subject  of  the  Fisheries  ;  and, 
to  that  extent,  the  legislation  of  the  Legislatures  relative  to  the 
property  and  civil  rights  in  the  land  would  be  over-borne  and  ex- 
cluded ;  the  balance  of  the  legislation  on  the  land  and  its  incidents, 
under  property  and  civil   rights,   remaining  in  the  Local  Legis- 
latures.   The  right  to  legislate,  by  Parliament,  on  Insolvency,  would 
sweep    away,  as  to  property  and  civil    rights ;    procedure  in    the 
courts  ;   local  matters,  and  any  other  of  the  subjects-matter  affected 
by  Insolvency  legislation,   the  right  to  legislate  on  these  subjects- 
matter  by  the  Local  Legislatures,  as  far  as  they  were  affected  by 
bona  fide  legislation  on  the  subject  of  Insolvency  ;  the  remainder  of 
legislation,    as   between  those   subjects-matter,  outside   of  Insol- 
vency, remaining  in  the  Legislatures.     The  right  in  Parliament  to 
legislate  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  revenue  by  direct  taxation, 
would  still  leave  intact  the  right  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  legis- 
late as  to  the  same  subject  "  within  the  Province  in  order  to  the 
raising  of  a  revenue  for  Provincial  purposes."     The  right  to  legis- 
late in  Parliament,  effectually,  on  the  subject  of  marriage,  so  far 
as  such  legislation  might  affect  the  subject  of  "solemnization  of 
marriage,"  would  leave  the  remainder  of  legislation  on  such  last 
named  subject-matter  in  the  Legislatures.     These,  for  instances,  in 
the  consideration  of  the  question,  "  whether  the  power  of  the  Pro- 
vincial Legislature  is  or  is  not  thereby  over-borne,"  when  the  sub- 
ject-matter in  sect.  92  also  comes  within  the  subject-matter  of  sect, 
91,  so  that  Parliament,  in  legitimately  legislating  on  the  subjects- 
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manor  in  sect  91,  includes  also  Legislation  on  more  or  leas  of  the 
subjects  matter  in  seet.  92. 

nil:    ri;iv\    OOUNOIl/S  ORTTIOISM    CRrTIC18ED. 

We  have  already  stated  that  among  the  many  mistakes  and 
misreadings  of  one  of  the  governing  olauses  in  sect,  ill  ;  viz.,  that 
at  the  latter  end  of  the  seotion,  one  such  very  palpable  mistake  was 
made  by  tin-  Jndioial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  -His 
Lordship,  Sir  M<>n  Move  E.  Smith,  delivering  the  judgment, — in 

the  case  we  have  been  examining,     After  isidering,  correctly, 

the  effect  of  the  opening  clause,  as  quoted  by  us,  (ante,  p.  107), 
they  say.  in  the  words,  which,  in  that  quotation  made  by  us,  we 
have  italicised  ;    thus, — 

"  With  the  same  object,  apparently,  the  paragraph  at  the  end 
of  sect.  91  was  introduced,  though  it  may  be  observed  that  this 
paragraph  <ij>i>!'"<  in  its  grammati-oal  construction  only  to  No. 
16  of  sect.  92." 

In  reply,  it  may,  with  due  deference,  "  be  observed,"  that  this 
is  entirely  incorrect. 

The  16th  clause  of  section  92,  referred  to,  is  as  follows, — "  16. 
Generally  all  matters  of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the 
Province." 

The  clause  at  the  end  of  section  91.  is, — 

"  And  any  matter  coming  within  any  of  the  classes  of  sub- 
jects enumerated  in  this  section  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within 
the  class  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature  comprised  IN  THE 
ENUMERATION  of  the  classes  of  subjects  by  this  Act  assigned  to  the 
Legislatures  of  the  Provinces." 

We  have  already  directed  attention,  en  passant,  to  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  learned  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  has  dealt  with  this  passage,  (see  ante  pp.  63,  64  &  96),  using 
the  plural  "classes,"  evidently  inadvertenly,  but,  actually,  in  the  sense 
of  it,  correctly,  instead  of  the  singular  "class,"  in  the  phrase  "the  class 
of  matters /'  thus  treating  the  enumerated  subjects  in  the  92nd  sec- 
tion, as  they,  in  fact,  are,  as  classes  of  subjects  of  a  local  or  private 
nature,  &c.  The  whole  first  fifteen  subjects  relate  to  local  or 
private  matters  "  in  the  Province,"  or  " to  the  Province,"  or  "  of 
the  Province,"  or  "for  the  Province,"  &c.  Then  by  the  16th 
clause,  after  having  named  all  of  these  different  "classes"  of  local 
and  private;  matters  in,  to,  of  or  for,  &c,  the  Province,  there  is  the 
more  general  language  as  above.  But,  if  this  last  clause  had  never 
been  inserted  at  all,  the  closing  clause  of  the  91st  section,  would, 
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then,  just  as  it  does  now — for,  emphatically  it  does! — refer  to  the 
whole  of  the  fifteen  clauses  now  standing  prior  to  the  16th.  And, 
grammatically,  this  is  very  clear.  It  is  not — "  the  class  of  mat- 
ters of  a  local  or  private  nature  contained  in  the  16th  clause  :"  but 
it  is  "  the  class  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature,  comprised  in 
the  enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects,  by  this  Act  assigned  to  the 
Legislatures  of  the  Provinces,"  The  class  of  matters,  &c,  com- 
prised in  the  enumeration  of  the  classes  ;  that  is,  in  the  whole  sixteen 
classes  of  subjects  of  a  local  or  private  nature  enumerated  in  that 
section. 

This  criticism  of  the  criticism  is  not  hyper-criticism  !  The 
passage  is  a  most  important  one  in  the  construction  of  the  two  sec- 
tions ;  and  if,  as  alleged  by  the  Privy  Council,  "  in  its  grammatical 
construction  " — for  that  is  the  construction  which  would  govern  us 
in  the  matter — the  clause  applies  "  only  to  No.  16  of  section  92/' 
its  force  would,  in  that  case,  be  most  materially  weakened  in  itself; 
and,  with  such  a  clause,  so  interpreted,  at  the  end  of  the  section, 
the  clause  at  the  beginning  of  the  section  might  be  materially 
weakened  ;  if,  in  its  effect  on  the  first  fifteen  classes  of  section  92, 
not  be  altogether  neutralized  and  destroyed.  The  mistake  evi- 
dently arose,  first,  from  carelessness ;  and  second,  from  the  words 
"  local  or  private  nature,"  used  in  the  closing  clause  of  section  91, 
having  been  repeated  in  sub-section  16  of  section  92;  and  thus  the 
sight  and  sense  of  the  careless — not  to  say,  stupid — reader,  were 
mislead. 

As  we  shall  claim  in  the  Second  Part  of  this  treatise,  that  the 
Privy  Council  have  made  another  gross,  and  in  that  instance,  a 
most  serious  and  far  reaching  mistake  in  their  construction  of  the 
first  clause  of  the  91st  section  ;  in  order  that  some  of  our  readers 
who  may  possibly  have  more  awe  of  "  authority"  than  we  have 
may  not  be  too  much  shocked  when  they  find  us  there  attacking 
and  exposing  the  fallacies  of  the  highest  Appellate  Court  of 
Canada — the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  of 
England — in  two  most  important  Canadian  Constitutional  cases ; 
to  prepare  the  way  for  that,  we  will  strengthen  ourselves  by 
showing  still  further  than  we  have  done,  that  they  have  very 
grossly  erred  in  respect  to  the  last  clause  of  the  91st  section,  when 
they  so  limited  such  clause  "  in  its  grammatical  construction" 
(which  is  the  only  construction  in  the  matter  with  which  we  have 
to  do),  "only  to  No.  16  of  sect.  92." 

Meeting  a  somewhat  wider  contention  than  as  above  made  by 
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tlu>  Privy  Council,  but  includiQg  that  as  well,  that  very  able  and 
talented  Jodoc,  (as,  differing  with  some  of  his  views,  tho'  we  have 
had  t>>  do,  we  must  designate  bim  ,  Mr.  Justin-  (Jwynnk,  in  City 
of  [Trederieton  v.  The  Queen,  3  9.  ( '.  U.,at  p,  666, says;  as  though 
it  were  designed  to  meet  the  very  absurdity  in  the  Privy  Council's 
judgment  to  which  we  have  directed  attention  ; — 

"  The  plain  meaning  of  the  dosing  paragraph  of  the  91st 
notion  is,  that,  notwithstanding  anything  in  the  Act,  any  matter 
coming  within  any  of  the  subjects  enumerated  in  the  91st  section 

shall  not  be  deemed  to  conic  within  the  01(18868  of  8llbJ60ta  enume- 
rated in  tin  fftnd  section,  however  much  they  may  appear  to  do  so." 

"  It  was  argued  that  what  was  intended  by  thisclau.se,  was,  to 
exclude  the  subjects  enumerated  in  the  91st  section  from  a  portion 
only  of  the  subjects  enumerated  in  the  92nd  section,  namely, 
those  only  of  a  '  local  or  private  nature;'  the  contention  being  that 
the  92nd  section  comprehends  other  subjects  than  those  which 
Dome  under  the  description  of  'local  or  private,'  and  so  that,  in 
effect,  the  intention  was  merely  to  declare,  that  none  of  the  items 
enumerated  in  section  91  shall  be  deemed  to  come  within  item  1(5 
<>f  sec.  !»2.  If  this  were  the  true  construction  of  the  clause,  it 
would  make  no  difference  in  the  result,  nor  would  it  affect  anything 
in  aid  of  the  contention  in  support  of  which  the  argument  was 
used,  for  the  previous  part  of  the  91st  section  in  the  most  precise 
and  imperative  terms,  declares,  that,  notwithstanding  anything  in 
the  Act  ;  notwithstanding  therefore,  anything,  whether  of  a  local 
or  private  nature,  or  of  any  other  character,  if  there  be  anything 
of  any  other  character  enumerated  in  the  92nd  section,  the  ex- 
clusive legislative  authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  extends 
to  all  matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in 
the  91st  section  ;  but  in  truth,  all  the  items  enumerated  in 
the  92nd  section  are  of  a  provincial  and  domestic,  that 
18  to  say,  of  a  '  local  or  private'  nature." 

And    it    is,  by  that  last  clause,  expressly, — "  the   class  of 

MATTERS  OF  A    LOCAL  OR    PRIVATE    NATURE    COMPULSED    IN    THE 

enumeration  OF   the  classes   of  subjects,"   enumerated   in 
<<   9£, — to  which  the  last  clause  of  section   91   does  apply; 
SlB  MONTAGUE  K.  Smith  and  the  Privy  Council,  to  the  contrary, 
notwithstanding. 

Says  Mr.  .Justice  Gwvnne  further,  (Ibid.,  567), — 
(i  The  92nd  section,  therefore,  instead  of  dealing  with  the  sub- 
jects to  be  assigned  to  the  Local   Legislatures  in  the  same  general 
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terms  as  had  been  used  in  the  91st  section,  by  placing  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  these  Legislatures  all  matters  of  a  merely  local  or 
private  nature  within  the  Province,  (a  mode  of  expression  which 
would  naturally  lead  to  doubt  and  confusion,  and  would  be  likely 
to  bring  about  that  conflict  which  it  was  desirable  to  avoid), 
enumerates,  under  items  numbering  from  1  to  15  inclusive,  certain 
particular  subjects,  all  of  a  purely  provincial,  municipal  and  domes- 
tic, that  is  to  say, 

"  OF  A  LOCAL  OR  PRIVATE  CHARACTER, 
and  then  winds  up  with  item  No.  16 — a  wise  precaution,  designed, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  to  prevent  the  particular  enumeration  of  the  l  local 
and  private'  matters  included  in  the  items  1  to  15  being  construed 
to  operate  as  an  exclusion  of  any  other  matter,  if  any  there  might 
be,  of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature" 

We  have  already,  en  passant,  called  attention  to  the  fact  that 
an  abler  Judge  than,  apparently,  was  either  of  those  who  sat  on 
the  Privy  Council  Board,  when  the  judgments,  the  correctness  of 
which  we  will  impugn,  were  delivered, — Sir  Wm.  Ritchie, — in 
repeated  references,  in  a  succession  of  cases,  to  the  construction  ; 
that  is,  of  course,  to  the  "grammatical  construction;"  of  the  last 
clause  of  the  91st  section,  applies  that  clause  as  it  only  can  be  ap- 
plied, Sir  Montague  E.  Smith,  and  the  Privy  Council,  to  the 
contrary,   notwithstanding;  to,   in  the  very  words  of  the  Act,  "the 

CLASS  OF  MATTERS  OF  A  LOCAL  OR  PRIVATE  NATURE  comprised  in 

the  enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects,"  in  the  92nd  section. 

We  shall  here  repeat  but  one  of  these  instances  we  have 
furnished.  The  learned  Chief  JUSTICE,  in  the  City  of  Frederic- 
ton  v.  Barker,  3  P.  &  B.  at  p.  540 ;  says, — 

"  Matters  coming  within  the  subjects  enumerated  as  confided 
to  Parliament  are  not  to  be  deemed,  (the  language  of  the  clause),  to 
come  within  THE  MATTERS  OF  A  LOCAL  NATURE  COMPRISED  IN 
THE  ENUMERATION  OF  SUBJECTS  ASSIGNED  TO  THE  LOCAL 
LEGISLATURES." 

Nor  do  we  stop  here !  But,  as  we  have,  in  previous  instances, 
so  often  done,  cited  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  and  its 
"  learned  "  (!)  Judges,  against  themselves  ;  so,  now,  on  the  point 
under  consideration,  as  to  whether  or  not  the  closing  clause  of  the 
91st  section,  in  its  grammatical  construction,  applies  only  to  the 
16th  clause  of  the  92nd  section,  beg  to  cite  the 

JUDICIAL   COMMITTEE   OF   THE   PRIVY   COUNCIL   OF   ENGLAND, 
AGAINST   THEMSELVES  ! 

Thus,  the  Privy  Council,  which,   in  the  case   we  have  cited, 
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Sir  Montagi  E  E.  Smi  hi  delivering  the  judgment,  held  as  we 
have  quoted  ;  in  Dow  v.  Blaek,  L.  EL,  <i  IV.  Col.,  282,  referring  to 
tin-  question  :i>  to  whether  tin-  subject-matter  of  the  Act  in  that 
oaee  oame  within  article  '-'or  artiole  9  of  Beotion  92,  say, — Sir 
JAM]  S  W.  Q  ma  ii  i  i:  delivering  the  judgment, — 

"Their  LORDSHIPS  are  further  of  opinion,  thai  the  Act  in 
question,  even  if  it  did  not  fall  within  the  2nd  article,   woula) 

ly  be  a  law  relating  too  matter  OJ  \  merely  LOCAL  or 
private  NATl  RE  withi/n  tin-  meaning  of  the  Bth  article  of  sect 
91  of  ih,  Imperial  Statute;  ami,  therefore,  one  which  the  Pro- 
vincial Legislatures  was  competent  to  pa>s,  unless  its  aubject-matter 
could  l>c  distinctly  shewn  i<>  j'n/l  within  oru  or  other  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  specially  i  /<  uvu  rated  in  tin  !'  1  st  section  •"  and,  therefore,  under 
the  operation  of  the  opening  and  closing  clauses  of  the  91st  sec- 
tion, might  still,  as  of  ''the  class  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private 
nature,"  enumerated  in  section  92,  be  taken  away  from  thrm. 

As  their  LORDSHIPS,  then,  (SlR  JAMES  \V.  COLVILLE  their 
speaker),  held,  that  the  9th  clause  of  the  92nd  section  is  one  of 
that  class  of  local  or  private  matters  referred  to  ;  they  hold,  that, 
in  tlu-  '■  grammatical  construction"  of  the  closing  clause  of  the  91st 
section,  it  is  not  confined  to  the  16th  clause,  as  their  LORDSHIPS, 
(SIR  MONTAGUE  E.  SMITH,  their  speaker),  held;  but  extends 
also  to  the  9th  clause.*  Ami.  as  it  no  more  extends  to  the  9th 
clause,  (or  10th  clause),  of  the  "  local  and  private  matters"  enume- 
rated in  the  92nd  section  than  to  any  of  the  other  clauses  of  "  local 
and  private  matters"  in  that  section,  then  the  criticism  of  Sir 
MONTAGUE  E.  SMITH  and  his  colleagues  of  the  Privy  Council  is 
contra  to  the  criticism  of  SlR  JAMES  W.  COLVILLE  and  his 
colleagues  of  the  Privy  Council,  of  whom 

SIR    MONTAGUE   E.   SMITH    WAS   ONE! 

B  .  it',  bv-and-by,  in  the  Second  Part  of  this  treatise,  we 
undertake  to  show,  (simply  exercising  a  right,  as  a  legal  analyst,  to 
fairly  examine  their  judgments  to  test  them  as  to  whether  they 
are  right  or  wrong),  that  the  judgment  of  Sir  Montague  E. 
Smith  and  his  colleagues,  is  no  better  as  to  the  first  clause  of  the 
91st  section,  than  it  is  as  to  the  last  ;  our  sensitive  readers  will 
please  keep   in    mind,   that,   in  our  view  of   the  closing  clause,  at 

*  From  a  critical  examination  of  the  case,  (Dow  v.  Black),  it  is  obvious  that 
the  clause  referred  to  waa  the  10th,  rather  than  the  9th.  But,  that  addititional 
blunder  of  the  Privy  (,'ounc  1  does  not,  at  all,  affect  their  "  contradiction  of  them- 
selves," in  the  cases,  as  shown  ;  the  reasoning  being,  precisely,  as  applicable  to 
the  10th  clause  as  to  the  9th. 
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least,  we  are  supported  by  quite  high  authority,  as  we  have  been 
able  to  cite  even 

THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL  AGAINST  THEMSELVES  ! 
Before  passing  ou  to  the  examination  of  the  politicians'  re- 
maining great  case— Hodge  v.  The  Queen — there  is  another  matter 
which  we  left  over  for  consideration,  as  intimated,  of  which  we 
will  now  dispose.  It  is  in  reference  to  an  utter  misapprehension 
by  Mr.  Justice  Henry,  made  by  him  in  the  case  of  The  City  of 
Fredericton  v.  The  Queen,  3  S.  C.  R  547,  as  to  the  effect  of  hold- 
ing that  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  is  valid.  The  learned 
Judge  says, — 

"  If  there  be  not  concurrent  legislative  powers  and  the  Act  is 
intra  vires,  then  the  necessary  conclusion  is,  that  all  the  local 
legislation  on  the  subject  of  shop,  saloon,  tavern  and  auctioneers' 
licenses  since  the  first  of  July,  1867,  has  been  ultra  vires.  Under 
such  circumstances,  it  would  be  interesting  to  enquire,  where  there 
is  any  law  in  force  restraining  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  in 
counties  or  cities  which  have  not  adopted  the  Canada  Temperance 
Act,  1878." 

"The  Imperial  Act,"  says  again  the  learned  Judge,"  gives  to 
Parliament  and  the  Local  Legislatures,  exclusive  jurisdiction  not 
contingent  upon  previous  legislation  by  either" 

All  this  is  an  entire  misapprehension,  very  similar  to  the 
mistake,  in  the  opposite  direction,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  British 
Columbia,  in  the  Thrasher  case.  They  are  mislead  by  treating 
that  word  "exclusive,"  as  giving  an  unrestricted,  unqualified, 
power  of  legislating  with  reference  to  the  subjects-matter  named, 
respectively  ;  whereas,  as  we  have  seen,  it,  as  used,  means  nothing 
of  the  kind.  In  connection  with  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  the 
law  is  clear,  that,  prior  to  its  adoption,  the  right  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  to  legislate  as  to  tavern  and  other  licenses,  as  named 
in  clause  9,  of  sect.  92,  for  the  purposes  there  named,  was  an 
unrestricted  one;  and,  where  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  was 
not  adopted,  the  law  "  restraining  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  in 
counties  or  cities  which  have  not  adopted  the  Act,"  remained  in 
force  as  it  did  before  the  passage  of  that  Act.  But,  where  that 
Act  came  in  force ;  by  virtue  of  the  dominant  power  of  Parliament, 
and  the  over-bearing,  over-riding,  excluding  and  superseding 
power  of  the  Act,  the  subordinate  power  of  the  Local  Legislatures 
with  respect  to  the  subjects-matter  in  sect.  92,  affected  by  such 
Act,  had  to  give  way  ;  and,  as  the  result,  the  power  of  the  Local 
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Legislataree  to  legislate  as  to  the  granting  of  tavern  licenses,  &o.> 
was  destroyed. 

Very  much  the  same  position,  although  not  quite  so  bail  as 
the  above,  was  taken  by  Mr.  Beaj'amtn,  in  the  Privy  Council,  in 
1/l'nion.  Ao.  ''.  Belisle,  cited  Stipra),  where  it  was  contended  that 
the  local  legislation  in  that  case  was  ultra  wres  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures, because  it  was  within  the  subject-matter  of  Insolvency,  one 
of  the  dominant  rabjeots-mattetf  of  sect.  91,  which,  therefore,  con- 
trolled the  legislation  on  local  and  private  matters.  To  make  this 
out.it  was  claimed  that  a  general  Insolvent  Act  could  be  framed 
that  would  be  wide  enough  to  cover  the  local  matter  in  question 
and.  therefore,  it  was  claimed,  it  was  outside  of  the  power  of  the 
Local  Legislatures.  This  is  very  much,  from  a  different  point  of 
view,  in  principle,  the  same  as  Mr.  Justice  Henry's  fallacy,  as 
above.  LORD  Ski.iu>rnk  met  Mr.  Benjamin's  contention,  thus; 
(p.  36  :- 

"  Well,  no  such  general  law  covering  this  particular  associa- 
tion, is  alleged  ever  to  have  been  passed  by  the  Dominion.  The 
hypothesis  was  suggested  in  argument  by  Mr.  Benjamin,  who 
certainly  argued  this  case  with  his  usual  ingenuity  and  force,  of  a 
law  having  been  previously  passed  by  the  Dominion  Legislature, 
to  the  effect  that  any  association  of  this  particular  kind  throughout 
the  Dominion,  on  certain  specified  conditions  assumed  to  be  exactly 
those  which  appear  upon  the  face  of  this  statute,  should  thereupon, 
ipso  facto,  fall  under  the  legal  administration  in  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency.  Their  Lordshijys  are  by  no  means  prepared  to  say, 
thai  if  <i'i< y  such  la/iv  as  that  had  been  passed  by  the  Dominion 
I.ii/ishifu  rr,  it  would  have  been  beyond  their  competency :  nor 
thnt,  it'  it  hml  hem  so  passed,  it  would  have  been  within  the  coni- 
pet(  hey  of  the  Provincial  Legislature  afteriuards  to  take  a  par- 
ticular association  out  of  the  scope  of  a  general  law  of  that  kind, 
so  competently  pussed  by  the  authority  which  1  tad  power  to  deal 
with  I"'  uLtu  jitcy  a  ml  insolvency.  But  no  such  law  ever  had  been 
passed  ;  and  to  suggest  the  possibility  of  such  a  law  as  a  reason 
why  the  power  of  the  Provincial  Legislature  over  this  local  and 
private  association  should  be  in  abeyance  or  altogether  taken  away, 
is  to  make  a  suggestion  which,  if  followed  up  to  its  consequences, 
would  go  very  far  to  destroy  that  power  in  all  cases." 

That  very  effectually  disposes  of  the  fallacies  of  both  Mr. 
Benjamin  and  Mr.  Justice  Henry,  and  states  the  law  quite  as  we 
have  done  in  considering  the   matter.     All   this    is  making  very 
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easy  the  answer  to  the  questions  which  we  proposed  at  the  com- 
mencement of  this  treatise,  and  which  seemed  so  extremely  difficult 
then,  from  the  confusion  in  which  the  whole  matter  was  involved, 
and  which  we  have  striven,  lead  us  where  it  might,  (and  it  is  going 
to  lead  us  very  much  farther,  than,  when  commencing  this  treatise, 
we  could  have  possibly  anticipated),  fairly  and  honestly,  and  "  we 
trust,  intelligently,"  to  clear  away. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
in  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons,  (cited  supra),  at  p.  243, 
in  a  few  words  meets  the  same  point.     He  says, — 

"  I  do  not  think  the  Local  Legislatures  are  to  be  deprived  of 
all  power  to  deal  with  property  and  civil  rights,  because  Parliament, 
in  the  plenary  exercise  of  its  power  to  regulate  trade  and  commerce, 
may  possibly  pass  laws  inconsistent  with  the  exercise  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  of  their  powers — the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the 
Local  Legislatures  being  in  such  a  case  subject  to  such  regulations 
as  the  Dominion  may  lawfully  prescribe." 

The  importance  of  all  this  will  appear  clear,  when,  at  the 
close  of  the  consideration  of  the  cases,  we  come  to  state,  categori- 
cally, the  answers  to  the  questions,  which,  at  the  outset,  we  under- 
took to  grapple  with  :  and  ascertain,  if  in  our  power  to  do  so, 
whether  clear,  unqualified  answers  cannot  be  furnished  to  them. 
We  have  no  doubt  now  that  we  shall  be  able  to  do  so  in  as  clear 
and  satisfactory  a  manner,  as  the  nature  of  the  subjects  involved 
will  admit  of.  At  least,  we  shall  try  so  to  do,  and  confidently 
hope  to  meet  with  success. 

THE   ONTARIO   LICENSE   ACT   CASE. 

The  regular  report  of  this  case  is  just  to  hand,  in  the  number 
of  the  Law  Reports  for  March,  1884  ;  Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  9  Ap. 
Cas.  117.  The  two  leading  questions  involved  in  this  case  are  two 
questions  of  the  utmost  simplicity ;  and  it  is  only  a  matter  for 
surprise  that  there  should  have  existed  a  necessity,  from  the  doubts 
cast  about  the  questions  by  the  utterly  untenable  judgment  of  the 
Ontario  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  to  have  rendered  it  at  all  advis- 
able to  have  taken  such  simple  questions  for  the  disposition  of  the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  at  all.  Considering  that 
holding  in  the  Ontario  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  the  equally 
absurd  semble  from  another  Ontario  case  we  have  named,  (Regina  v. 
Taylor},  that  the  exclusive  power  given  to  Parliament  under  the 
91st  section  was  not  exclusive  as  against  the  Provincial  Legisla- 
tures, but  as  against  the  Lmperial  Parliament,   we  are  almost 
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folded  tO  the  CODolusioD  thai  there  are  other  Courts  in  the  Domin- 
ion   of  not     niurh    higher    authority    than    that    extremely    weak 

Court  :  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswiok. 

The  two  leading  questions  involved  wore,  whether  the  Local 
-lain  res  hail  power  to  authorize  ( ommissioners  to  make  certain 

regulations  in  the  nature  of  police  or  municipal  regulations  of  a 

local  character  with  reference  to  taverns  ;  and,  whether  the  Legis- 
lature itself  had  power  to  enact  such  regulations.  The  first 
question,  in  efiect,  has  been  decided  over  and  over  again,  that  a 
legislative  body  has  such  power.  Quite  8  leading  case  on  the  question 
is  the  Queen  v.  Burah,  .">  A.pp.  (as.  906,  in  the  Privy  Council,  where 
such  right  is  clearly  established.  A  similar  question  came  up  in  the 
( ianada  Temperance  Act  case,  with  reference  to  the  right  of  Par- 
liament so  to  legislate  ;  and  where  it  was  decided  in  the  same  way, 
as,  as  before  stated,  it  has  been  in  a  great  number  of  cases.  In 
the  somewhat  celebrated  u  Thrasher  Case,''  the  Supreme  Court  of 
British  Columbia  held,  with  reference  to  the  right  of  the  Legislature 
of  that  Province  to  delegate  its  power  to  make  rules  of  Court  for 
the  Supreme  Court  there  ;  with  other  wrong  holdings  in  the  case, 
that  it  had  no  such  power.  They  held  both  points  wrongly, — 
first,  that  the  Legislature  itself  had  no  power  to  legislate  on  that 
subject  ;  and  second,  if  it  had,  it  had  no  right  to  delegate  that 
power.  On  both  these  points  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada 
decided  they  were  wrong. 

One  of  the  questions  in  that  case,  (The  Thrasher  case),  sub- 
mitted to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  was, — 

"  If  that  Legislature  can  make  rules  to  govern  the  procedure 
of  that  Court,  can  it  delegate  this  power  to  the  Lieutenant- 
Governor  in  Council?" 

The  answer,  rendered  on  the  18th  June  last,  (1883),  to  this 
question,  was, — 

u  The  Legislature  can  make  rules  to  govern  the  procedure  in 
that  ( lourt  in  all  matters,  as  limited  by  the  preceding  answer,  and 
ran  deli  pate  this  power  to  the  Lieutenant-Governor  in  Council." 

Clearly,  there  was  no  ground  for  holding  otherwise  in  Hodge 
v.  The  Queen. 

And  there  was  no  greater  difficulty  involved  in  connection 
with  the  decision  of  the  other  question. 

Mi.  Kerr  claimed,  for  the  Appellant,  that  the  Legislature  was 
not  competent  to  legislate  in  regard  to  licenses  for  the  sale  of 
liquor,  and  the  regulation  of  licensed  houses,  as,  under  the  B.  N. 


CANADIAN  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.  127 

A.  Act,  clause  9  of  section  92,  they  only  had  that  power  "  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  a  revenue."  But,  if  there  was  any  ground  for 
so  limiting  that  clause  down  to  the  very  exact  letter  of  that  lan- 
guage ;  other  clauses  gave  them  much  wider  scope  in  reference  to 
that  subject-matter,  which  was  merely  a  local  or  private  matter  in 
the  Province; — mere  municipal  or  police  regulations.  The  same 
question  was  considered  by  Ritchie,  C.  J.,  (now  Sir  Wm.  Ritchie), 
in  that  quite  leading  case  on  the  question  of  legislating  by  the 
Legislatures  as  to  Tavern  Licenses,  of  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 
Kings ;  (supra).  In  that  case,  while  it  was  shown  that  the  Legis- 
latures had  no  power  so  to  legislate  affecting  licenses,  as,  sub- 
stantially, outside  of  that  question,  and  beyond  any  power  given  to 
them  by  any  other  of  the  clauses  of  section  92,  to  make  their 
legislation,  real,  unquestionable  legislation  as  to  trade  and  com- 
merce ;  the  learned  Chief  Justice  there  made  an  exception 
covering  this  very  simple  question  in  Hodge  v.  The  Queen.  He 
says,— 

"We  by  no  means  wish  to  be  understood  that  the  Local 
Legislatures  have  not  the  power  of  making  such  regulations  for 
the  government  of  Saloons,  Licensed  Taverns,  &c,  and  the  sale  of 
spirituous  liquors  in  public  places,  as  would  tend  to  the  preserva- 
tion of  good  order,  and  prevention  of  disorderly  conduct,  rioting 
or  breaches  of  the  peace.  In  such  cases,  and  possibly  others  of  a 
similar  character,  the  regulations  would  have  nothing  to  do  with 
trade  or  commerce,  but  with  good  order  and  local  government; 
matters  of  municipal  police  and  not  of  commerce,  and  which 
municipal  institutions  are  peculiarly  competent  to  manage  and 
regulate." 

To  have  held,  as  an  incident  to  the  power  of  the  Legis- 
latures to  legislate  as  to  Tavern  Licenses,  in  order  to  the  raising  of  a 
revenue,  that  the  Legislatures  had  power  to  make  reasonable  regula- 
tions, in  connection  with  those  licenses,  and  to  include  such  reason- 
able regulations  in  their  being  acted  on,  to  make  them  effective, 
would  not  have  been  going  very  far  ;  but  with  their  wider  power 
to  legislate  as  to  Property  and  Civil  Rights  in  the  Province;  to 
municipal  institutions  in  the  Province,  and,  generally  to  all  matters 
of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the  Province,  it  is  only 
singular,  after  the  very  sensible  view,  as  quoted,  had  been  taken 
in  the  prior  case  of  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Kings,  by  the  very 
able  lawyer,  who  is  now  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada,  that  either  of  the  Canadian  Superior  Courts,  could  have 
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so  held  m  bo  have  left,  at  any  time,  the  question  In  the  slightest 

doubt. 

The  Judicial  Committee,  on  the  main  point  in  which  we  arc 
interested  in  this  discussion,  held  that  such  mere  municipal  or 
police  regulations  ^'  a  local  character  did  not  interfere  with  the 
regulation  of  trade  or  commerce  within  the  meaning  of  clause  2  of 

:'l.  [n  so  holding,  SIR  Harms  Pbacock,  in  delivering  the 
judgment,  -ays, — 

"  It  appears  to  tlieir  Lordships  that  Russell  v.  The  Queen, 
when  properly  understood,  ia  not  an  authority  in  support  of  the 
appellant's  contention,  and  their  Lordships  do  not  intend  to  vary 
or  depart  from  the  reasons  expressed  for  tlieir  judgment  in  that 
case.  The  principle  which  that  ease  and  the  case  of  the  Citizens' 
Insurance  Company  illustrate  is,  that  subjects  which  in  one  aspect 
and  for  one  purpose  fall  within  sect.  92,  may  in  another  aspect  and 
tor  another  purpose  fall  within  sec.  91." 

In  Russell  V.  The  Queen,  the  holding  of  the  Privy  Council 
was,  as  we  have  seen,  that  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  govern- 
ment of  Canada,  that  Act  was  within  the  competency  of  Parlia- 
ment to  pass,  and  was  not  within  the  legislative  power  of  the  Local 
Legislatures.  In  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Company  case,  the 
decision  was  that  local  legislation  as  to  the  conditions  of  an  insurance 
policy  in  a  single  Province  was  not  legislation  on  trade  and 
commerce;  was  within  the  competency  of  the  Local  Legislature, 
and  was  not  in  conflict  with  any  Dominion  statute. 

The  misunderstanding  of  Russell  t\  The  Queen,  referred  to, 
was,  probably,  contained  in  the  following  from  the  argument  of 
the  appellant's  counsel : — 

"Sect.  91,  sub-sect.  2,  gives  the  regulation  of  trade  and 
commerce  to  the  Dominion.  In  the  case  of  Russell  v.  The  Queen, 
it  was  held  that  the  power  to  prohibit  and  regulate  the  traffic 
belonged  to  the  Dominion.  It  is  very  desirable  that  legislation  on 
this  subject  should  be  uniform  ;  and  this  cannot  be  secured  if  each 
Province  can  pass  a   licensing  act  of  its  own." 

This  kind  of  syllogistic  argument  is  unsound.  Both  the 
minor  premise,  and  the  kind  of  inferred  conclusion,  are  sophistical. 
A —liming  that  it  was  held  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen  that  the  power 
to  prohibit  and  regulate  the  traffic  belonged  to  the  Dominion  ; 
that  is  not  necessarily  holding — which  it  would  have  had  to  have 
been,  to  have  sustained  the  appellant's  motion — that  before  the 
Dominion  had  exercised  that  power,  legislative  powers  in  the  Pro- 
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vinces,  which  were  perfectly  good  until,  by  the  dominant  legisla- 
tion, bona  fide,  of  the  Dominion  Parliament,  within  the  scope  of 
the  powers  in  sec.  91,  has  been  exercised,  the  local  legislative 
power  under  sec.  92,  had  been  "overborne"  and  "excluded." 

Again,  whatever  objection  there  may  be  to  the  Local  Legis- 
latures legislating  as  to  licenses,  which  was  the  wide  contention  in 
the  clause  we  have  quoted,  (going  far  beyond  the  next  preceding 
sentence  which  only  claimed  that  they  could  only  legislate  as  to 
licenses  "for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  revenue"),  the  express  power 
is  given  them  to  do  so ;  and  until  such  power  is  overborne  and 
destroyed  by  its  being  absorbed,  where,  and  to  the  extent  to  which 
it  is,  bona  fide,  absorbed  or  overborne  by  the  superior  legislation, 
there  is  nothing  to  take  such  power  away.  *  Hence,  their 
Lordships  well  said, — 

"It  was  urged  that  the  decision  of  this  Board  in  Russell 
v.  Regina  was  conclusive  that  the  whole  subject  of  the  liquor 
traffic  was  given  to  the  Dominion  Parliament,  and  consequently 
taken  away  from  the  Provincial  Legislature.  It  appears  to  their 
LORDSHIPS,  however,  that  the  decision  of  this  tribunal  in  that  case 
has  not  the  effect  supposed,  and  that,  when  properly  considered,  it 
should  rather  be  taken  as  an  authority  in  support  of  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal." 

Then,  no  such  Act  as  the  valid  Canadian  Temperance  Act 
having  been  in  force  in  the  locality  in  question,  and  the  legislation 
being  clearly  within  the  subjects-matter  of  sect.  92,  the  Local 
Legislature  had  the  clear  right  to  make  the  provisions  it  did; 
for,  in  the  language  of  the  Privy  Council,  such  regulations  "  cannot 
be  said  to  interfere  with  the  general  regulation  of  trade  and  com- 
merce which  belongs  to  the  Dominion  Parliament,  and  do  not 
conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  which 

DOES  NOT  APPEAR  TO  HAVE  AS  YET  BEEN  LOCALLY  ADOPTED." 

And,  in  the  absence  of  any  such  Act,  there  was  nothing  what- 
ever, in  the  world — certainly  not  in  any  of  the  properly  decided 


*  Since  the  text  of  this  treatise  was  written,  in  a  conversation  we  had  with 
one  of  the  leading  and  one  of  the  most  prominent  lawyers  of  the  Dominion,  we 
were  astonished  to  find  him  taking  the  position  that  Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  in  the 
Privy  Council,  sustains  the  position  that  the  Local  Legislatures  can  "  exclusively" 
legislate  with  reference  to  tavern  licenses  ;  and,  therefore,  that  Parliament  has  no 
power  to  legislate  on  any  subject-matter  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  right  of  the 
Local  Legislatures  to  legislate  as  to  tavern  licenses  It  is  scarcely  necessary  for 
us  to  say  here,  as  we  show  that  pretty  plainly  in  the  text  of  our  treatise,  that  such 
a  position  is  transparent  nonsense  !  It  is  however,  astonishing,  and  the  instance 
we  here  give,  is  another  proof  of  it  how  general  and  wide  spread  such  absurdities 
of  construction,  throughout  the  Dominion,  are  lo  this  day. 

I 
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.hi  analogous  questions  to  have  justified  the  question  being 
raised  ;  much  less  to  have  justified  one  of  the  Superior  Courts  of 
tin1  Dominion  in  holding  the  Aot  ultra  viresj  and,  after  it  had  been 
oorrectlj  decided,  to  have  justified  the  carrying  of  so  extremely 
simple  a  case  for  the  decision  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  of  England.  The  Supreme  Courl  of  Canada,  under 
its  able  Chief  Justice,  assuredly  could  and  would  havedeoided 
that  (piot  ion  quite  as  well. 

Yet  the  holding  in  thai  simple  ease  has  been  dreadfully  mag- 
nified and  distorted.  Two  clauses  in  the  judgment  have  been 
prominent  for  this  purpose.  One,  that  to  which  we  have  referred, 
as  to  the  misimpression  as  to  the  effect  of  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  in 
its  having  been  supposed,  —if,  really,  any  one  ever  supposed  such 
nonsense!  because  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  was  deolared 
intra  vires  Parliament,  so  that,  where  the  Act  was  adopted  the  right 
to  grant  licenses  was  destroyed  ;  that,  therefore,  where  it  was  not 
adopted  at  all,  the  same  result  was  produced.  As  though,  the  mis- 
impression  referred  to  did  not  relate  to  that,  but  rather  to  the 
thoroughly  correct  and  general  understanding  of  that  Act  that  it 
was  intra  vires  Parliament  ;  and,  as  such,  deprived  the  Legisla- 
tures of  the  power  to  legislate  as  to  licenses  when  and  where  such 
Act  was  adopted. 

The  other  of  the  clauses  in  that  judgment  which  has  lead  to 
error,  and  in  consequence  of  which  the  power  of  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures relative  to  that  of  Parliament,  in  cases  of  conflict  between  the 
two  bodies  in  the  subjects-matter  for  legislation,  has  been,  in  popu- 
lar and  political,  and  even  in  legal,  circles,  greatly  magnified,  is 
the  following  : — 

"  It  appears  to  their  Lordships,  however,  that  the  objection 
thus  raised  by  the  Appellants  is  founded  on  an  entire  misconcep- 
tion of  the  true  character  and  position  of  the  Provincial  Legisla- 
tures. They  are  in  no  sense  delegates  of  or  acting  under  any 
mandate  from  the  Imperial  Parliament.  When  the  British  North 
America  Act  enacted  that  there  should  be  a  Legislature  for  Ontario, 
and  that  its  legislative  assembly  should  have  exclusive  authority 
to  make  laws  for  the  Province,  and  for  Provincial  purposes  in  re- 
lation to  the  matters  enumerated  in  section  92,  it  conferred  powers 
not  in  any  sense  to  be  exercised  by  delegation  from  or  as  agents  of 
the  Imperial  Parliament,  hid  authority  as  plenary  and  ample,  within 
On  limits  prescribed  by  section  92,  as  the  Imperial  Parliament,  in  the 
plenitude  of  its  power  possessed  and  could  bestow.      Within  these 
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limits  of  subjects  and  area  the  Local  Legislature  is  supreme,  and  has 
the  same  authority  as  the  Lmperial  Parliament,  or  the  Parliament  of 
the  Dominion"  —  now  mark  what  follows!  —  "would  have  had 
under  like  circumstances,  to  confide  to  a  municipal  institu- 
tion or  body  of  its  own  creation  authority  to  make  by  laws  or 
resolutions  as  to  subjects  specified  in  the  enactment,  and  with  the 
object  of  carrying  the  enactment  into  operation  and  effect." 

This  paragraph  is  very  plain,  but   laymen,  or   ignorant   or 
careless  lawyers  or  judges,  misapprehending  it,  and  misapplying  it, 
are  led  astray.     It  was  made  use  of  in  answer  to  the  claim,  under 
the  maxim,  "  delegatus  not  potest  delegare,"  that  the  Local  "  Legis- 
latures "  were  simply  delegates  themselves  and  not  Legislatures; 
and,  therefore,  could  not  delegate  their  delegated  power.     Then,  is 
simply  shown,  that  they  are  "  Legislatures,"  and  as  such  have  as 
full  legislative  power,  within  their  "  limits  of  subject  and  area" 
as  the  Dominion  Parliament  or  the  Imperial  Parliament  itself; 
namely,  within  that  limit,  supreme  legislative  power.     But,  what 
that   limit  is,  there  is  here, — as  that  is  not  the  subject,  in  this 
branch  of  the  case,  under  consideration, — not  the  slightest  attempt 
at  stating.     But,  misapplying  the  language  in  the  case,-— as  though 
it  were  used  in  the  other  branch  of  it, — and  distorting  it,  to  make 
out,  in  cases  of  conflict  between  Parliament  and  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures, on   the  subjects-matter  in  sections   91  and  92,  within  the 
jurisdiction,  respectively,  of  the  two   legislative  bodies,  that,  in 
respect  to  those  subjects-matter,  Parliament  and  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures were  equally  "  supreme ;"  and,  therefore,  neither  should  yield 
to  the  other ;  and,  hence,  that  Parliament  was  not,  in  cases  of  con- 
flict,  the  dominant  power,    was  entirely   wrong.     And  the  great 
amount  of  talking  and  writing  that  there  has  recently  been,  both 
in  Parliament  and  the  Local  Legislatures  and  out  of  them,   under 
such  a  misconception  of  the  meaning  of  the  language  used  by  their 
Lordships  of  the  Privy  Council,  in  this,  and  in  some  of  the  other 
late  cases  we  have  examined,  has,  simply,  no  better  foundation  than 
appears  in  these  exceptionally  strong  instances  we  have  quoted. 

We  have  now  fully  and  fairly  examined  all  the  cases  in  the 
Courts  of  ultimate  appellate  jurisdiction— the  Fisheries  cases ;  the 
Mercer  Escheat  case;  the  Insurance  cases;  the  Ontario  License 
case,  &c—  which,  it  is  claimed,  have  broken  into  the  rule  of  con- 
struction in  the  Act  as  explained  by  us  at  the  beginning  of  this 
treatise ;  but  it  still  stands  intact,  with  an  additional  feature  to 
which  we  have  adverted,  and  to  which  we  shall  recur  again;  the 
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eflfeol  of  frhich  may  be  to  greatly  enlarge,  instead  of  to  lessen,  the 
power  of  Parliament  in   its   legislation  for  the  peace,  order  and 

good  XO\  eminent  of  ( anada.* 


•  IVfon-  tin-  alx.vi-  wns  reached  l>y  tin-  printer,  after  the  whole  treatise  had 
bten  completed  by  us,  we  observed  a  newspaper  report  oi  a  oaae  in  the  Prot  inoe 
M  Quebec,  which  is  further  confirmation  of  the  correctness  and  justness  ol  our 
remarks  in  the  text  l"  ■  judgment  recently  delivered  in  the  Praotice  Court,  at 
Montreal,  bj  Mr  Justice  Mathisi  thai  Judge  is  reported  as  having  taken  the 
'•  rinn  ground"  "that  the  Provinces  retained  and  retain,  the  sovereign  power, 
ezoepl  those  (?  that)  which  they  bave  expressly  renounced  bo  the  Dominion." 
Ami  it  isalsoBaid  that  the  judgment  of  the  Privv  Council  in  the  Queen  v.  Hodge 
m  cited;  "their  Lordships  declaring  the  absolute  independence,  in  their 
sphere,  of  the  Pro\  facial  Legislatures."  And,  in  this  utter  distortion,  as  wehave 
shown,  of  the  language  used  in  the  case  by  the  Privy  Council,  the  following  is 
given  a- tin  verj  natural  deduction;— "In  the  United  States  there  was  etilyone 
sovereign  power.  Herb  there  u&e  two.  The  powers  of  t/u  Dominion  were  only 
live  in  thia  sense:  that  the  Provinces  could  not  levy  taxes  for  Federal 
purposes."  It  was,  obviously,  quite  time  that  an  attempt  were  made  to  deal 
with  those  questions  scientifically,  and  to  strip  them  of  the  great  amount  of  ab- 
surdity and  distortion  that  has  accumulated  about  them.  Mr.  Justice  Mathim-  a 
treatment  of  the  subject  is,  decidedly,  a  la  Lorangeri 
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SECOND  PART. 


In  addition  to  those  cases  which  we  have  examined,  there  are 
two  other  Privy  Council  cases  which  we  shall  now  examine. 

The  first  of  these  cases  is  The  Attorney  General  for  Quebec  v. 
The  Queen  Insurance  Co.,  3  App.  Cas.,  1090.  This  was  a  case 
where  the  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  Quebec  required  certain  classes 
of  Insurance  Companies  to  take  out  licenses  ;  the  payment  therefor 
to  be  made  by  affixing  stamps  to  the  policies  issued  ;  imposing  a 
penalty  for  the  contravention  of  the  Act. 

The  questions  were  as  to  whether  this  was  a  license  act  within 
the  9th  clause  of  sect.  92  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act;  and,  if  not,  whether 
it  was  direct  taxation  under  the  2nd  clause.  The  Court  below 
held  that  it  was  neither  ;  and,  on  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  their 
judgment  was  sustained. 

Mr.  Benjamin,  who,  unsuccessfully,  argued  so  many  of  these 
appeal  cases,  where  he  has  sought  to  sustain  the  power  of  the 
Local  Legislatures  as  against  Parliament ;  defeated  so  often,  and, 
finding  the  construction  of  the  Act  against  him  on  that  point, 
claimed  that  sections  91  and  92  "were  self-contradictory  and  very 
difficult  of  construction."  As  a  rule,  he  fought  very  shy  of  those 
governing  clauses  in  section  91.  Without  calling  on  the  other  side, 
their  Lordships  held  that  the  Act  was  neither  a  license  act,  nor  an 
act  for  direct  taxation ;  and  they  held  the  act  was  ultra  vires  the 
Local  Legislature.  In  coming  to  this  conclusion  it  was  simply  a 
construction  of  the  language  used  in  the  Act,  such  as  often  occurs 
in  questions  of  construction  of  statutes  ;  deeds,  or  other  instruments ; 
like  a  number  of  the  other  cases  we  have  examined  ;  the  holding 
in  which  has  been  distorted  into  that  of  holding  that  they  were 
cases  of  conflict  between  Parliament  and  the  Legislatures,  as 
between  subjects-matter  in  sections  91  and  92,  decided  in  favor  of 
the  Local  Legislatures  ;  when,  in  fact,  they  were  nothing  of  the  kind, 

DOBIE  V.  THE  TEMPORALITIES   BOARD. 

This  case,  which  is  reported  7  App.  Cas.,  136,  is  one  where  an 
attempt  was  made  by  the  Quebec  Legislature  to  alter  an   Act  that 
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was  in  foroe  in  the  Provinces  of  Ontario  ami  Quebec  [trior  to  Con- 
federation ;  and  which  was  sustained  by  theCourt  of  Queen's  Benoh 
of  thai  Province.  Their  Lordships  of  the  Privy  Council,  holding 
thai  BUoh  an  Act  could  only  be  passed  by  Parliament,  and  not  by 
the  Legislature  of  either  Province,  or  by  the  conjoint  legislation  of 
both,  reversed  the  judgment. 

In  this  case  their  Lordships  say  : — 

"There  is  no  room  in  the  present  case  for  the  application  of 
those  general  principles  of  constitutional  law  which  were  discussed 
by  some  of  the  Judges  in  the  ( iourts  below  and  which  were  founded 
on  an  argument  at  bar.  There  is  really  no  practical  limit  to  the 
authority  of  a  Supreme  Legislature  except  the  lack  of  executive 
power  to  enforce  its  enactments.  BvA  the  Legislature  of  Quebec  is 
notswprem  :  at  all  evi  nta  if  can  <>  n  I '//  assert  its  supremacy  within 
li/mita  which  havt  been  assigned  to  it  by  the  Act  of  1SG7." 

There  is  no  mistaking  the  application  of  this  language,  as, 
right  in  the  teeth  of  this,  has  been  so  extensively  done  in  the  case 
of  the  similar  language,  and  the  different  application  of  it  thei^ 
which  was  used  in  Hodge  v.  The  Queen. 

The  distinction  is  taken  between  this  case  and  that  of  The 
Citizen-'  I  nsnrance  Co.  v.  Parsons,  showing  that  the  Act  in  that 
case  was  a  mere  local  Act  which  "merely  prescribed  that  certain 
conditions  should  attach  to  every  policy  entered  into  or  in  force 
for  insuring  property,  situate  within  the  Province,  against  the  risk 
of  fire."  Then,  repeating  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  that  case  for 
testing  "the  validity  of  an  Act  of  the  Provincial  Legislature  is  to 
consider  whether  the  sul>ject-matter  of  the  Act  falls  within  any  of 
the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  sect.  92.  Tf  it  does  not  then 
THE  ACT  is  of  no  validity.  If  it  does  then  these  further 
questions  may  arise,  viz.  '  whether,  notwithstanding  that  it  is  so 
the  subject  of  the  Act,  it  docs  not  also  fall  within  one  of  the 
enumerated  classes  of  subjects  in  sect.  91,  and  whether  the  power 
of  the  Provincial  Legislature  is  or  is  not  thereby  overborne  ;'" 
they  decided  that  it  did  not  fall  within  any  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  enumerated  in  section  92  ;  and,  that,  therefore,  it  was 
invalid. 

Here,  again,  it  was  contended,  and  the  plausibility  of  the 
argument  was  admitted,  that  the  Act  was  within  class  13  of  sec- 
tion 92,  "Property  and  Civil  Bights  in  the  Province,"  but  Lord 
Watson,  in  delivering  the  judgment,  said,  —  "It  has  failed  to 
satisfy  their  Lordships  that  the  statute  impeached  by  the  Appel- 
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lant,  is  a  law  in  relation  to  property  and  civil  rights  within  the 
Province  of  Quebec,"  and  it  was,  as  intimated,  held,  that  "  The 
Parliament  of  Canada  is  therefore  the  only  Legislature  having 
power  to  modify  or  repeal  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1858." 

And,  yet,  unquestionably,  that  Act  did  affect,  and  was  in 
reference  to  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

THE   PRIVY   COUNCIL   TESTS   EXAMINED. 
This  brings  us  now  to  a  fuller  examination  than  we  have  yet 
made,  of  the  tests  proposed  by  the  Privy  Council  in  the  case  of 
Russell  v.  The  Queen  ;  which  were  very  strongly  acted  on  in  that 
case. 

From  the  stress,  that,  in  political  circles,  has  been  laid — by 
those  who  are  extreme  advocates  for  much  more  greatly  enlarged 
rights  of  legislation  in  the  Local  Legislatures  than  a  proper  con- 
struction of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  will  admit  of— on  the  statement  in 
the  case  of  Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  that  the  holding  of  the  Privy 
Council  in  the  case  of  Russell  v.  The  Queen  had  been  misunder- 
stood ;  we  might  reasonably  have  expected  that  a  fair  examination 
of  this  latter  case,  would  have  shown  the  adoption  in  that  case  of 
some  rule  or  test  that  would  have  established  such  enlarged  rights 
of  legislation  in  the  Local  Legislatures  ;  as,  it  was  assumed,  it  had 
been  decided  in  that  case  that  they  possessed.  But,  on  a  fair  exam- 
ination of  that  case,  we  confess  our  surprise  to  find  the  adoption 
of  a  test  there,  originally  applied  in  another  case  for  a  very  dif- 
ferent purpose ;  the  effect  of  which  seems  to  be  to  have  increased 
the  legislative  power  of  Parliament  far  beyond  what  was  estab- 
lished in  any  of  the  decisions  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  ; 
maligned,  as  that  Court  has  been,  for  its  wrongly  alleged  extreme 
holdings  in  the  matter,  in  favor  of  the  legislative  power  of  Parlia- 
ment as  against  that  of  the  Local  Legislatures.  As  we  have  seen, 
from  the  statement  made  in  Hodge  v.  The  Queen  itself,  all  that 
was  there  meant,  was,  that  when  it  was  fancied  that  because  that 
case  of  Russell  v.  The  Queen  decided  that  the  Canada  Temperance 
Act  was  valid,  that  that  implied,  even  where  such  Act  had 
not  been  adopted  at  all,  that  the  power  of  the  Local  Legislatures 
with  respect  to  licenses  for  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  was  taken 
away ;  was  a  mistake,  not  at  all  justified  by  auy  holding  in  that 
case. 

The  tests  named,  which  we  are  about  fairly  to  examine,  were 
stated  and  applied  in  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons. 
Again,  as  we  have  seen,  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board;  and, 
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still  ■gain,  in  Russell  ».  The  Queen.  As  the  rules  or  tests  kid 
(I'wii  by  our  highest  Appellate  Court,  are,  of  course,  authoritatively 
to  govern  all  other  Conns  in  the  construction  of  the  R  N.  A.  Act, 

ami  a-  we  cannot  dispel  doubts  that  we  have  as  to  the  accuracy  of 
the  bests,  and  SS  to  the  soundness  of  the  rules,  as  they  have  been 

tlv  applied)  with  which  we  are  .supplied  by  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee of  the  Privy  Council,  we  propose  to  eonsi<ler  the  rules  or 
tests  pretty  fully,  with  a  view  of  ascertaining  the  meaning  that  is  to 
bfl  attached  to  them,  ami  the  effect  that  their  adoption  must  have 
upon  the  legislation  of  Parliament  and  of  the  Local  Legislatures 5 
and,  for  this  purpose,  we  shall  freely  re-quote  much,  which,  in 
another  connection,  we  have  already  quoted. 

In  the  examination  of  these  tests  we  quote  from  Russell  v.  The 
Queen,  7  A  pp.  Cas.,  at  p.  Sod,  as  follows, — 

"  The  general  scheme  of  the  British  North  America  Act  with 
regard  to  the  distribution  of  legislative  powers,  and  the  general 
scope  and  effect  of  sections  91  and  92,  and  their  relation  to  each 
other,  were  fully  considered  and  commented  on  by  this  Board  in 
the  case  of  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons.  According  to 
the  principle  of  construction  there  pointed  out,  the  first  question  to 
be  determined  is,  whether  the  Act  falls  within  any  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  enumerated  in  section  92,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the 
Legislatures  of  the  Provinces.  If  it  does,  then  the  further  ques- 
tion would  arise.viz.,  whether  the  subject  of  the  Act  does  not  also  fall 
within  one  of  the  enumerated  classes  of  subjects  in  section  91,  and 
so  does  not  still  belong  to  the  Dominion  Parliament.  But  if  the 
Act  does  not  foil  within.&uy  of  the  classes  of  subjects  in  section  92, 
no  further  question  will  remain,  for  it  cannot  be  contended,  and 
indeed  was  not  contended  at  their  Lordships'  bar,  that,  if  the  Act 
does  not  come  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  to  the 
Provincial  Legislatures,  the  Parliament  of  Canada  bad  not,  by  its 
general  power  '  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  govern- 
ment of  Canada,'  full  legislative  authority  to  pass  it." 

It  will  be  noticed,  that,  in  this  case,  the  tests  are  proposed  to 
determine  the  validity  of  an  Act  jxisml  by  the  Parliament  of 
fin  Dominion.  This,  it  can  be  easily  seen,  is  a  very  different 
matter  from  applying  precisely  the  same  tests  to  determine  as  to 
the  validity  of  an  Act  passed  by  the  Local  Legislature.  In  this 
latter  case,  it  will  be  seen  from  our  entire  examination  of  the 
question,  that,  as  the  Legislatures  obtain  their  power  to  legislate  by 
the  92nd  section,  subject  to  their  having  such  power  over-ridden 
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by  the  effectual  bona  fide  legislation  on  any  of  the  subjects- 
matter  in  section  91,  by  Parliament;  it  is  quite  clear,  in  such 
case — i%  e,  as  regards  all  legislation  by  the  Local  Legislatures — 
that  the  question  first,  "whether  the  Act  in  question  falls  within 
any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  section  92,"  if  answered 
in  the  negative,  ends  the  matter.  For,  as  they  get  all  their  powers 
of  legislation  by  virtue  of  that  section,  "  if  the  Act  in  question  do 
not  fall  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  section 
92,"  clearly  they  have  no  power  to  pass  such  an  Act.  And,  second, 
if  it  do  fall  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in 
section  92,  then  the  second  question  would  arise ;  viz.,  whether 
the  subject  of  the  Act  does  not  also  fall  within  one  of  the  enu- 
merated classes  of  subjects  in  section  91,  and  so  does  not  still 
belong  to  the  Dominion  Parliament.  If,  then,  notwithstanding  it 
may  have  fallen  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated 
in  section  92,  if  it  also  falls  within  one  of  the  enumerated  classes  in 
section  91,  so  as  to  belong  to  Parliament;  again,  clearly,  as 
we  have  seen,  the  Local  Legislatures  would  be  ousted  of  such 
legislation. 

But,  applying  the  same  tests  to  determine  whether  the  legis- 
lation of  Parliament  is  valid  or  not,  is  quite  another  thing ;  and 
pre-supposes  the  existence  of  another  element  which  is  not  con- 
tained in  connection  with  the  question  as  to  the  legislative  powers 
of  the  Local  Legislatures.  If  it  is  true,  as  is  expressly  stated  in 
the  quotation  we  have  made,  that  "  If  the  Act  does  not  fall  within 
any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  in  section  92,  no  further'  question  will 
remain  ;  "  and,  that,  "  It  cannot  be  contended  that,  if  the  Act  does 
not  come  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  to  the  Pro- 
vincial Legislatures,  the  Parliament  of  Canada  had  not,  by  its 
general  power  '  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  govern- 
ment of  Canada'  full  legislative  authority  to  pass  it;"  then  we 
have  an  exceedingly  simple  rule;  and  all  that  will  be  necessary,  in 
order  that  we  may  be  able  intelligently  to  apply  it,  will  be, 
simply,  to  ascertain  what  their  Lordships  mean  by  the  language, 
"  If  the  Act  does  not  come  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures ; "  and,  that,  we  are  able  to 
do  by  their  holding  in  the  two  cases  of  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities 
Board,  and  Russell  v.  The  Queen ;  where  such  tests  were  applied. 
The  deduction  from  those  cases,  on  the  point,  is,  then,  that  the 
meaning  of  the  words,  "  If  the  Act  does  not  come  within  one  of 
the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures,"  is, 
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Bimply,  "  1 1  the  Act  is  not  aucb  an  one,  as  by  virtue  of  one  of  the 
classes  in  Beotion  i,-J,  might  be  passed  by  the  Local  Legislature." 
That,  then,  would  leave  the  statement  even  more  simple  and  un- 
mistakeable,  and  open  to  less  possibility  of  being  "  misunderstood/' 
than  even  the  comparatively  clear  way  that  their  Lordships  have  put 
it.  Extended  then,  as  regards  the  power  of  Parliament  to  pass  an 
An,  according  to  thai  rule,  it  would  stand  thus,— "Parliament,  for 
the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  ran  pass  all  Acts 
except  those  which  the  Legislatures,  by  virtue  of  the  clauses  in  sec- 
tion !>'_'.  can  pass."  Tins,  of*  course,  is  the  deduction,  from  the 
application  of  the  first  test,  without  any  reference  to  the  further 
enlarged  powers  of  Parliament,  and  the  relatively  circumscribed 
powers  of  the  Loral  Legislatures  by  the  application  of  the  second 
test.  If  so  simple  a  test  as  that  named,  is  the  true  one;  that  all 
Arts  that  the  Local  Legislatures  cannot  pass,  Parliament  can  pass; 
it,  certainly,  does  appear  singular  that  a  Court  under  the  able 
leadership  of  the  present  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
(  anada  has  never  acted  on  that  rule  ;  nor  even  discovered  its 
existence. 

True,  there  are  expressions  in  the  City  of  Fredericton  v.  The 
Queen,  2  S.  C.  R.,  557,  which  we  have  already  quoted,  precisely 
similar  to  the  language  contained  in  the  Privy  Council's  first  test  ; 
but  the  ratb>, i<ih-  of  that  case,  really  is,  that  the  Act  was  intra  vires 
Parliament,  not  because  the  Local  Legislatures  could  not  pass  such 
an  Act;  but,  because  it  was  within  the  power  of  Parliament  to 
pass  it,  as  a  legislation  on  trade  and  commerce ;  and,  therefore, 
it  was  immaterial  how  much  the  subject-matter  of  the  Act  might 
come  within,  interfere  with,  or  over-ride  any  of  the  subjects- 
matter  enumerated  in  sect.  92;  as  Parliament,  by  virtue  of  its 
over-riding  power,  could  still  pass  it. 

The  language  of  Judge  Tasciiereau, — similar  to  what  we 
have  seen  is  the  effect  of  the  Privy  Council's  first  test,  as  applicable 
to  the  legislation  of  Parliament — is,  as  follows, — 

"  It  is  clear  that  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878,  could 
not  be  enacted  by  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  for  the  simple 
reason,  that  they  have  only  the  powers  that  are  expressly  given 
to  them  by  the  B.  X.  A.  Act,  and  that  the  said  15.  N.  A.  Act,  does 
not  give  them  the  power  to  effect  such  legislation.  This  .  .  seems 
to  be  admitted  by  all  the  learned  Judges  of  the  Court  below  who 
have  held  this  Art  to  he  ultra  vires  of  the  Dominion  Parliament. 
Well,  it  seems  to  me,  the  admission  that  the  Local  Legislatures  could 
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not  pass  such  an  Act  implies  an  admission  that  the  Dominion 
Parliament  can  do  so.  Once  the  •power  of  legislation  over  a 
certain  matter  is  found  not  to  vest  in  the  Provincial  Legislatures, 
the  question  is  solved,  and  that  power  necessarily  falls  under  the 
control  of  the  Dominion  Parliament,  subject,  of  course,  to  the 
exigencies  of  our  Colonial  status." 

That  clearly  states  the  result  of  the  application  of  the  Privy 
Council's  first  test,  as  to  whether  the  Act  in  question  is  one  within 
the  power  of  Parliament  to  pass  it ; — "  If  it  is  an  Act  that  the 
Local  Legislatures  cannot  pass,  then,  subject  to  the  exigencies  of 
our  Colonial  status,  Parliament  ca,n  pass  i7."  That  is  the  clear 
effect  of  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau  ;  and,  we 
submit,  it  is  the  equally  clear  holding  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of 
the  Privy  Council.  If  it  can  possibly  be  stated  more  distinctly, 
Mr.  Justice  Taschereau  repeats, —     - 

u  If  this  Temperance  Act  would  be  ultra  vires  of  the  Pro- 
vincial Legislatures,  because  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  does  not  give  them 
the  power  to  enact  it,  I  fail  to  see  why  it  is  not  intra  vires  of 
the  Dominion  Parliament," 

But,  then,  the  learned  Judge  goes  on  to  argue  in  the  case,  as 
we  have  before  seen,  precisely  as  did  the  learned  Chief  Justice, 
(who,  as  a  significant  fact,  we  might  observe,  neither  in  this  case 
nor  in  any  other,  has  laid  down  the  principle  as  laid  down,  unmis- 
takeably,  by  the  Privy  Council,  in  the  cases  named),  that  "under 
the  words,  '  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,'  the  B.  N.  A.  Act 
expressly  gives  the  Dominion  Parliament  the  right  to  this  legisla- 
tion," though  "  it  may,  it  is  true,  interfere  with  some  of  the  powers 
of  the  Provincial  Legislatures;"  for,  says  the  learned  Judge, 
further, — "  Sect.  91  of  the  Imperial  Act  clearly  enacts  that  not- 
withstanding anything  in  this  Act ;  notwithstanding  that  the 
control  over  local  matters ;  over  property  and  civil  rights ;  over 
tavern  licenses  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  revenue,  is  given  to  the 
Provincial  Legislatures,  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of  the 
Dominion  extends  to  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  and 
this  Court  has  repeatedly  held  that  the  Dominion  Parliament  has 
the  right  to  legislate  on  all  matters  left  under  its  control  by  the 
Constitution,  though,  in  doing  so,  it  may  interfere  with  some  of 
the  powers  left  to  the  Local  Legislatures." 

And,  as  we  have  seen,  the  whole  strength  of  that  case  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  is  the  emphatic  holding,  that,  being 
legislation  on  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  it  was  good  no 
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matter  ho*  much  it  might  interfere  with  property  and  civil  rights 
in  the  Province;  with  the  right  t<>  legislate  as  to  licenses,  ami  with 
local  ami  private  matters  in  the  Province. 

Mr.  Justice  Uwynne,  too,  after  disoussing  the  question  as  to 

it-  relation  to  an  Act  within   the  regulation  of  I  rade  ami  c mierce  ; 

and.  therefore,  good,  no  matter  how  much  it  may  interfere  with  the 
local  and    private   matters  enumerated  in   the  clauses  of  the  92nd 

section,  also  takes  the  same  position  as  did  Mr.  Justice  Tascuereau, 
and  as  covered  by  the  Privy  Council's  first  test  Thus,  the  learned 
Judge  says,   p.  •">".*}), — 

f* The  Act,  then,  being  ultra  vires  of  the  Provincial  Legisla- 
tures, as  dealing  with  a  Subject  not  exclusively  assigned  to  the  Pro- 
vincial Legislatures,  oadii  guestiOffor  that  point  being  so  determined, 
it  follows,  by  the  express  provision  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  that  it  is 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Dominion  Parliament." 

But,  what  we  allege  has  never  yet  been  held  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  is,  that,  with  reference  to  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
it  is  necessarily  intra  vires  Parliament,  because  it  is  an  Act  that  the 
Local  Legislature  of  a  Province  cannot  pass.  That  they  have 
never  yet  held  that  a  simple  answer  of  "  No/'  to  the  question,  "  Is 
that  Buch  an  Act  as  the  Local  Legislature  can  pass  ?  "  is  equivalent 
to  the  answer  of  ''Yes,"  to  the  question, — "Is  it  such  au  Act  as 
Parliament  can  pass?  "  Unless  the  language  of  the  Privy  Council 
is  unintelligible,  we  think  that  is  what  they  hold  iu  the  two  cases 
named  ;  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board,  and  Russell  v.  The 
Queen.  We  do  not  think  we  have  mis-slated  the  Privy  Council 
in  the  matter  any  more  than  we  have  mis-stated  Justices  Tascher- 
eau  and  GWYNNE,  whose  express  language  we  have  quoted  as 
above.  And  yet,  with  the  fullest  deliberation,  and  the  greatest 
deference,  we  cannot  bring  our  reasoning  to  the  assent  that  the  test 
named,  as  to  the  powers  of  Parliament  to  legislate,  is  the  correct 
one.  And,  because  we  think  the  rule  is  corrupt,  in  order  to 
thoroughly  test  it,  we  now  propose  to  follow  it,  historically, 
from  its  inception  in  the  privy  council. 

In  L'Union  St.  Jacques  de  Montreal  v.  Belisle,  L.  R.,  6  P.  C, 
35,  there  is  an  informal  statement  of  the  principle  from  which  the 
tests  are  derived.  In  that  case,  to  which  we  have  before  referred 
in  tracing  out  the  law  on  the  main  point  of  this  investigation,  there 
was  a  claim  made  that  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  Quebec, 
relative  to  the  appellants — a  building  society — was  an  Act  relating 
to  insolvency,  and  therefore,  was  ultra  vires  the  Local  Legislature. 
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It  was  decided  otherwise;  their  Lordships  in  the  jndgment, 
delivered  by  Lord  Selborne,  saying, — "  Clearly  this  matter  is 
private  ;  clearly  it  is  local,  so  far  as  locality  is  to  be  considered, 
because  it  is  in  the  Province,  and  in  the  City  of  Montreal."  That, 
then,  brought  it  within  one  of  the  clauses  of  sect.  92;  and  it  is  then 
declared  that  the  Act  of  the  Local  Legislature  is  valid  unless  it  is 
qualified  by  something  in  sec.  91;  which  section,  it  is  stated, 
"  qualifies  it  undoubtedly,  if  it  be  within  any  one  of  the  different 
classes  of  subjects  there  specially  enumerated"  And,  after  quoting 
the  closing  clause  of  sec.  91  as  establishing  that  point,  their  Lord- 
ships add, — "  But  the  onus  is  on  the  respondent  to  show  that  this, 
being  of  itself  of  a  local  or  private  nature,  does  also  come  within 
one  or  more  of  the  classes  of  subjects  specially  enumerated  in  the 
91st  sect."  It  was,  then,  as  we  have  before  seen,  held,  that  it  did 
not  come  within  either  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in 
sect.  91  ;  and,  hence,  was  intra  vires  the  Local  Legislature. 

Here,  then,  are  the  tests  in  embryo  ;  but  they  are  tests  not  as 
to  the  validity  of  an  Act  of  the  Dominion  Parliament ;  but,  as 
we  have  seen, — a  very  different  thing, — as  to  the  validity  of  an  Act 
of  the  Local  Legislature.  The  tests  clearly  applicable  to  that  case 
where  they  were  so  applied,  were,  then  ;  first,  Does  it  come  within 
sec.  92  ?  If  not,  there  is  an  end  of  it,  for  the  Local  Legislatures 
only  have  power  to  legislate  with  respect  to  matters  enumerated 
in  sect.  92.  But,  if  it  does  come  within  sect.  92,  does  it  also  come 
within  sect.  91  ?  If  not,  then  it  remains.  If  it  do  come  within 
one  of  the  clauses  in  sect.  91, — unless,  indeed,  we  might  add,  it  is 
one  of  the  classes  of  subjects,  which,  expressly,  by  its  nature,  is 
brought  to  a  certain,  limited,  defined  extent,  within  one  of  the 
clauses  in  such  section, — then  it  is  qualified  by  section  91 ;  the 
manner  and  extent  of  the  qualification  varying  with  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  as  we  have  before  pointed  out. 

In  Dow  v.  Black,  Lbid.,  282,  where  it  was  claimed,  in  the  Privy 
Council,  after  having  been  so  held  in  the  Court  below,  (the  Su- 
preme Court  of  New  Brunswick),  that  the  Act  in  question,  enacted 
by  the  Local  Legislature  of  the  Province,  was  ultra  vires,  as  bei  ng 
legislation  on  a  subject-matter — that  of  a  railway  extending  beyond 
the  Province — out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Local  Legislature,  it 
was  held  that  the  Act  in  question  was  intra  vires  the  Legislature 
as  being  legislation  on  the  subject  of  direct  taxation  in  the  Pro- 
vince ;  but,  if  nut  within  that  subject-matter,  it  was  still  good  as 
relating  to  a  merely  local  or  private  matter  in  the  Province  within 
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tlit>  9tb  article  (properly  the  l'Mli)  of  the  92nd  sect.  Hero,  again, 
the  tests,  which  are  clearly  appliable,  as  we  have  Been,  to  a  statute 
enacted  />y  the  l.ocdl  Legislatures,  were  applied,  and  more  distinot- 
!\  bo  than  in  the  previous  oase ;  although  not  then  regularly  for- 
mulated  as  they  have  since  been.  However,  in  effeot,  they  were 
applied  when  their  Lobdships  held  thai  the  Act  in  question  was 
"  a  law  relating  to  a  matter  of  a  merely   local  or  private  nature 

within  the  meaning  of  the  9th  article  of  sect.  92,  of  the  Imperial 
.statute;  and,  therefore,  one  which  the  Provincial  Legislature  was 
competent  to  pass/1  (the  first  best  ;  "unless"  (the second  test)  "its 
subject-matter  could  be  distinctly  shown  to  fall  within  one  or  other 
of  the  classes  of  subjects  specially  enumerated  in  the  91st  section." 
"This  view,"  their  LOBDSHIPS  add,  "is  in  accordance  with  the 
ruling  of  this  tribunal  in  the  recent  case  of  the  L'Union  St. 
Jacques  de  Montreal  v.  Belisle,  decided  on  the  8th  of  July,  1884." 
In  neither  of  the  cases,  so  far,  it  will  be  observed,  where  the 
tests  were  introduced  and  established,  is  the  slightest  intimation 
given  that  the  tests  are  also  applicable  to  the  decision  as  to  the 
validity  of  an  Act  of  Parliament;  involving,  as  that  does,  as  we 
have  seen,  additional  and  very  different  considerations. 

In  the  next  case ;  Attorney-General  for  Quebec  v.  The  Queen 
Insurance  Co.,  L.  R.,  3  App.  Cas.,  1097,  which  was  the  ease  where 
an  Act  of  the  Quebec  Legislature,  providing  that  stamps  should  be 
affixed  to  certain  insurance  policies,  was  in  question;  and  where  it 
was  held,  by  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  that 
such  Act  was  ultra  vires,  as  being  neither  legislation  for  direct 
taxation,  nor  as  to  licenses  under  the  9th  clause  of  sect.  92;  but  a 
Stamp  Act.  As  this,  too,  was  an  Act  of  the  Local  Legislature; 
to  decide  that,  only  involved  an  application  of  the  first  test; — Docs 
this  come  within  either  of  the  clauses  of  sect.  92  ?  If  not,  it  is 
clearly  ultra  vires,  and  the  next  test  is  unnecessary. 

The  Master  of  the  ROLLS,  in  delivering  the  judgment, 
-aid, — 

"  The  sole  question  their  LORDSHIPS  intend  to  consider  is 
whether  or  not  the  powers  conferred  by  the  92nd  section  of  the 
Art  in  question  are  sufficient  to  authorize  the  statute  which  is 
under  consideration  ?  " 

Then,  they  add,  noticing  a  distinction  we  have  previously 
pointed  out,  with  reference  to  the  powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures 
being  qualified  ;  over-ridden,  or  left  undisturbed,  by  their  coming 
within  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  sect.  91  ;  just  according, 
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as,  from  the  nature  of  the  subjects- matter  of  the  clauses  in  sect.  92, 
and  the  nature  of  the  legislation  by  Parliament,  they  may  be 
affected, — 

"  It  is  not  absolutely  necessary  to  decide  in  this  case  how  far, 
if  at  all,  the  express  enactments  of  the  92nd  section  of  the  Act  are 
controlled  by  the  provisions  of  the  91st  section,  because  it  may 
well  be  that  so  far  as  regards  the  two  provisions  which  their 
Lordships  have  to  consider,  namely,  the  sub-sections  2  and  9  of 
the  92nd  section,  those  powers  may  co-exist  with  the  powers  con- 
ferred on  the  Legislature  of  the  Dominion  by  the  91st  section. 
Assuming  that  to  be  so,  the  question  is,  whether  what  has  been 
done  is  authorized  by  those  powers." 

And,  having  found  that  it  was  not ;  even  without  the  as- 
sumption as  above,  in  the  simple  case  as  to  the  validity  of  an  Act 
by  a  Local  Legislature;  no  further  test  was  necessary  to  be  applied. 
This,  however,  is  still  very  different  from  holding  that,  arising  out 
of  such  an  answer  to  that  question,  Parliament  would  have  had 
the  right  to  have  passed  that  Act  in  question;  which,  in  this  case, 
was  simply  an  Act  providing  that  insurance  policies  in  a  single 
Province,  (Quebec),  on  being  issued  should  have  stamps  attached. 
Unless  the  meaning  of  the  language  used  by  the  Privy  Council, 
which  we  have  previously  quoted,  and  to  which,  in  due  course,  we 
will  recur  again,  has  been  li  mistaken"  by  us  in  some  quite  inex- 
plicable way;  then,  according  to  that  language,  equally  as  accord- 
ing to  the  language,  which,  in  the  same  connection,  we  quoted 
from  Justices  Taschereau  and  Gwynne,  the  Legislature  of 
Quebec,  not  having  been  competent  to  pass  that  Act,  Parliament 
could  do  so  ;  for,  according  to  all  that,  "  If  the  Act  does  not  fall 
within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  in  sect.  92,  no  further  question 
will  remain,"  (7  App.  Cas.,  836),  i.  e.  as  to  the  right  of  Parliament 
to  pass  it ;  "  for," — without  any  reference  to  whether  it  comes 
within  any  of  the  clauses  of  section  91,  or  not, — "  it  cannot  be  con- 
tended, and  indeed  was  not  contended  at  their  Lordships'  bar, 
that,  if  the  Act  does  not  come  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
had  not,  by  its  general  power  '  to  make  laws  for  the  pea^e,  order 
and  good  government  of  Canada',  full  legislative  authority  to  pass  it." 
(Ibid.)  This,  mark,  is  a  result  from  the  application  of  the  first  test, 
— "  Does  the  Act  now  in  question  fall  within  any  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  enumerated  in  section  92,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the 
Legislatures   of   the  Province?"     "If  it  does,  then,  the    further 
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question  would  arise,  viz.,   whether  the  subject  does  not  nisi)  fall 
within  one  of  the  enumerated  olatsee  of  subjects  in  sect.  91,  and  so 

\ot  still  belong  to  th<  Dominion  Parliament .'  But,  if  the  Act 
iln a  not  fall  within  any  of  the  classes  of  Bubjeots  in  sec  92,  no 
further  question  will  remain,  for  it  oannot  l><  contended  thai  the  Par- 
Hament  of  Canada  had  not  .  .  .  full  legislative  authority  to  paw  it !'' 

And  having  thus  decided  thai  the  A.ct  in  question  did  not 
come  within  the  power  of  the  Local  Legislature  to  pass  it ;  if  there 
is  any  virtue  in  language  thai  seems  to  be  too  clear  to  admit  of  its 
being  said  thai  one  is  "  mistaken,"  when  he  treats  it  as  plain 
English;  the  inevitable  conclusion  from  the  adoption  of  the  tests 
proposed,  is,  that  the  holding  of  the  learned  Judicial  Committee 
of  the  Privy  Council,  our  highest  Appellate  Court, — is,  that  a 
statute  such  as  was  passed  by  the  Quebec  Legislature  rendering 
policies  of  insurance  liable  to  a  Stamp  Act,  in  that  sinyle  Pro- 
vince, was  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Parliament  of 
the  Dominion.  Because,  to  test  the  validity  of  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, it  is  declared,  and  expressly  held,  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen, 
and  in  Dobie  V.  The  Temporalities  Board,  that  you  must  first  ask 
the  question,  does  the  Act  of  Parliament  in  question  fall  within 
either  of  the  classes  of  subjects  insect.  92?  If  not,  no  further 
question  will  remain,  and  the  Act  will  be  within  the  legislative 
power  of  Parliament.  But  if  it  does  fall  within  either  of  the 
classes  of  subjects  in  sect.  92,  then  the  further  question  will  re- 
main,— Does  it  not  also  fall  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
in  sect.  91,  and  so  still  belong  to  Parliament?  But,  in  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  Quebec  v.  The  Queen  Insurance  Co.,  in  reply  to 
the  first  question, — on  the  doctrine  upon  which,  rests,  in  the  Privy 
Council,  their  holding  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board  and 
in  Russell  v.  The  Queen, — the  Privy  Council  have  found  that  the 
subject  of  that  Act  does  not  fall  within  section  92;  therefore 
it  does  fall  within  the  power  of  Parliament;  and  the  new  doctrine 
is  thus  established  by  the  Privy  Council,  and  by  the  fair  and  plain 
application  of  their  tests,  that  Parliament  can  pass  the  identical 
Act  that  was,  in  the  case  under  consideration,  held  ultra  vires  the 
Quebec  Legislature.  If  there  is  any  escape  from  this  deduction 
we  look  in  vain  to  find  it.  Their  language,  on  the  point,  seems 
quite  as  plain  as  that  from  Mr.  Justice  TASCHEBEAU  and  Mr. 
Justice  Gwynnk;  which  language,  by  the  way,  having  been  used 
by  these  learned  Judges  in  the  City  of  Fredericton  v.  Barker,  be- 
fore the  Judicial  Committee  decided   the  case  of  Russell  v.  The 
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Queen, — which  latter  case  was,  indeed,  in  effect,  an  appeal  from  the 
former, — their  language  seems  almost  adopted  by  the  Privy  Coun- 
cil, as  an  affirmation  of  their  views  therein  expressed  from  the 
judgments  of  the  learned  Judges  named.  And  their  language 
was  :  By  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau, — 

"Well,  it  seems  to  me,  the  admission  that  the  Local  Legislatures 
could  not  pass  such  an  Act  implies  an  admission  that  the  Dominion 
Parliament  can  do  so.  Once  the  power'  of  legislation  over  a  cer- 
tain matter  is  found  not  to  rest  in  the  Provincial  Legislatures, 
the  question  is  solved,  and  that  power  necessarily  falls  under  the 
control  of  the  Dominion  Parliament." 

And,  again, — 

"  If  this  Temperance  Act  would  be  ultra  vires  of  the  Provin- 
cial Legislatures  because  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  does  not  give  them  the 
power  to  enact  it,  I  fail  to  see  why  it  is  not  intra  vires  of  the 
Dominion  Parliament." 

And  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne,  of  the  same  Act;  (to  repeat),  says, — 

"  The  Act,  then,  being  ultra  vires  of  the  Provincial  Legisla- 
tures, as  dealing  with  a  subject  not  exclusively  assigned  to  the  Pro- 
vincial Legislatures  ;  cadit  questio,for  that  point  being  so  determined, 
it  follows,  by  the  express  provisions  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  that  it  is 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Dominion  Parliament." 

If  this  is  law  ;  aud  if  the  holding  of  the  Privy  Council  on  the 
tests  upon  which  they  decided,  in  the  two  cases  named,  as  to  the 
power  of  Parliament  to  legislate,  is  an  affirmation  of  the  views  we 
have  quoted;  we  have,  then,  exceedingly  simple  rules  to  determine 
many  of  the  questions  of  conflict  arising  under  these  two  sections. 
But,  if  it  is  law  {?)  the  advocates  of  the  "  Provincial  autonomy" 
idea  have  strangely  erred  in  fancying  that  the  recent  decisions  of 
the  Privy  Council  have  tended  to  establish  enlarged  powers  in  the 
Local  Legislatures,  relatively  with  those  of  Parliament.  For,  if 
it  is  true,  as  the  Privy  Council  have  laid  it  down,  as  shown,  that 
every  Act  which  does  not  fall  within  one  of  the  clauses  of  sec.  92, 
so  that  it  could  be  passed  by  the  Local  Legislature,  Parliament 
can  pass;  (for,  as  we  have  seen,  it  really  comes  to  that);  then  it  is 
quite  clear,  that,  not  only  could  Parliament  pass  the  Quebec  Act, 
"  regulating  the  contracts  of  insurance  in  a  single  Province," — for 
that  was  what  that  Act  really  did  ;  regulating  the  issuing  of  insur- 
ance policies  in  a  single  Province  ;  and  held  bad  on  the  ground  of 
its  being  a  stamp  Act,  and  neither  a  liceuse  Act,  nor  an  Act  for 
direct  taxation  ;  but,  still,  "  a  regulation  as  to  the  contract  of  insur- 
J 
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ance  in  ■  BiDgle  Provinoe,"  but  they  can  pass  other  acts  relating 
to  property  and  civil  rights;  relating  to  the  issuing  of  licenses  j 
and  to  numerous  other  questions,  in  cases,  and  in  a  Province  or 
Provinoes,  that  soaroely  any  one  had,  previously,  for  a  moment, 
imagined  was  within  the  competency  <>f  Parliament]  Certainly, 
do  holding  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  ever  went  as  far  as 
that  ! 

r>ut.  if  applying  the  tests  given  us,  in  the  two  cases  named,  to 
the  Act  in  the  Attorney  ( leneral  of  Quebec  v.  The  Queen  Insur- 
ance Co.,  which  was  an  Act  that  the  Legislature  of  Quebec  could 
not  pass  :  and,  therefore,  "  without  any  further  question  being 
asked,"  was  intra  vires  Parliament;  legislating,  as  we  see  it  would 
then  be,  by  Parliament,  as  to  the  regulation  of  "the  contracts  of  a 
particular  business  or  trade,  such  as  the  business  of  insurance  in  a 
single  Province  ;"  does  not  such  holding  trench  pretty  closely  on 
the  doctrine  in  the  case  of  The  Citizens'  Insurance  Company  v. 
Parsons,  in  which  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council 
say;  (7  App.  Cas.  113),— 

"  Construing  therefore  the  words  '  regulation  of  trade  and 
commerce'  by  the  various  aids  to  their  interpretation  above  sug- 
gested, they  would  include  political  arrangements  in  regard  to 
trade  requiring  the  sanction  of  Parliament,  regulation  of  trade  in 
matters  of  inter- Provincial  concern,  and  it  may  be  that  they 
would  include  general  regulation  of  trade  affecting  the  whole 
Dominion.  Their  Lordships  abstain  on  the  present  occasion  from 
any  attempt  to  define  the  limits  of  the  authority  of  the  Dominion 
Parliament  in  this  direction.  It  is  enough  for  the  decision  of  the 
present  case  to  say,  that,  in  their  view,  its  authority  to  legislate 
for  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  does  not  comprehend 
the  power  to  regulate  by  legislation  the  contracts  OF  A  PAR- 
TICULAR BUSINESS  OR  TRADE,  SUCH  AS  THE  BUSINESS  OF 
FIRE  INSURANCE  IN  A  SINGLE   PROVINCE?"       . 

And,  if,  in  their  powers  to  regulate  "  matters  of  Inter-Provin- 
cial concern,"  so  as  to  "  include  general  regulations  of  trade  affect- 
ing the  whole  Dominion,"  Parliament  had  not  the  power  to  legis- 
late as  to  the  conditions  of  policies  of  insurance  "in  a  single  Pro- 
vince," we  are  rather  at  a  loss  to  know  under  what  particular 
power  it  will  come  that  Parliament  can  legislate  with  reference  to 
stamps  on  Policies  of  Insurance  in  a  single  Province.  But,  as  we 
have  seen,  if  we  have  been  logical,  while  the  Citizens'  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Parsons  decides  they  can't  do  the  one;  the  Privy  Council's 
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own  tests,  applied  to  the  Attorney  General  for  Quebec  v.  The 
Queen  Insurance  Co.,  show  that  they  can  do  the  other.  But  how 
such  a  contrary  result  is  produced,  simply,  because,  in  the  one  case, 
the  Local  Legislature  has  the  power  to  pass  the  Act,  and, 
in  the  other  case,  has  not,  we  quite  fail  to  understand.  We  certainly 
are  driven  very  strongly  to  question  the  soundness  of  the  rules 
laid  down  by  Justices  Taschereau  and  Gwynne  as  quoted ;  and 
the  soundness  of  the  tests  on  which  the  Privy  Council  acted  in 
these  recent  cases  mentioned. 

We  might,  here,  well  enquire,  is  not  this  another  palpable,  un- 
questionable, instance  of  a  decision  of 

THE  privy  council  against  themselves? 

In  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons,  7  App,  Cas.  109, 
the  question  was  as  to  the  validity  of  an  Act  of  the  Local  Legisla- 
ture ;  and  therefore,  the  tests  foreshadowed  in  the  first  two  Privy 
Council  cases  we  have  examined,  were  applicable.  As  intimated, 
we  only  see  ground  for  questioning  the  correctness  of  those  tests 
when  they  are  applied,  in  an  entirely  different  way  from  what  they 
were,  in  one  of  the  cases  named,  by  Lord  Selborne  ;  and,  in  the 
other,  by  Sir  James  W.  Colville.  To  test  the  validity  of  an 
Act  of  the  Local  Legislature,  they  are  clearly  sufficient;  to  test 
the  validity  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  we  are  very  strongly  im- 
pressed with  the  fact,  notwithstanding  that  that  authoritative 
Board  have  laid  down  otherwise,  that  they  are,  simply,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  nothing  of  the  kind.  And,  that,  no  matter  by  what  body 
decided,  cases  decided  on  such  grounds,  are  not,  therefore,  well 
decided  cases. 

The  tests  then  applied  to  the  Act  of  the  Local  Legislature  in 
the  Citizens'  Insurance  Company  v.  Parsons  were  quite  in  accord 
with  the  doctrine  established  in  the  first  two  Privy  Council  cases 
we  have  examined ;  and  the  principle  reiterated  in  the  following, 
from  the  former  case,  covers  the  questions  connected  with  the  vali- 
dity of  Acts  of  the  Local  Legislatures;  thus, — 

"  The  first  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  the  Act  im- 
peached in  the  present  appeals  falls  within  any  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  enumerated  in  section  92,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the 
Legislatures  of  the  Provinces;  for  if  it  does  not,  it  can  be  of  no 
validity,  and  no  other  question  would  then  arise.  It  is  only  when  an 
Act  of  the  provincial  legislature  prima  facie  falls  within 
one  of  these  classes  of  subjects  that  the  further  questions  arise,  viz., 
whether  notwithstanding  this  is  so,  the  subject  of  the  Act  does  not 
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also  fall  within  one  of  the  enumerated  classes  of  subjects  in  seotion 
91,  and  whether  the  power  of  the  Provincial  Legislature  is  or  is  not 
thereby  over-borne." 

Having  then  decided,  on  these  tests,  that  the  Act  was  within 
section  92,  and  did  not,  also,  come  within  either  of  the  clauses  in 
Beotion  91,  their  Lordships  concluded  as  follows, 

"  It  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question  how  far  the 
general  power  to  make  regulations  of  trade  and  commerce,  when 
competently  exercised  by  the  Dominion  Parliament,  might  Legally 
modify  or  affect  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  Provinces,  <»r  the 
legislative  power  of  the  Provincial  Legislatures  in  relation  to  those 
subjects;  questions  «>f  this  kind,  it  may  be  observed,  arose  and  were 
treated  of  by  this  Board  in  the  cases  of  L'Union  St.  Jacques  de 
Montreal  r.  Belislo,  and  Cushing  v.  Dupuy." 

Down  to  this  Btage,  then,  in  the  Privy  Council  cases,  it  will 
be  observed  that  the  tests  have  been  stated  in  reference  to  Acts  of  the 
Legislatures  only,  and  applied  to  them  ;  and  not,  so  far,  by  the 
remotest  hint,  to  Acts  of  Parliament;  which,  as  we  have  seen,  in- 
volve entirely  different  considerations;  and,  we  beg  to  submit,  with 
all  possible  deference  and  respect,  require  tests  quite  the  reverse. 
More  reasonable  and  logical  tests,  we  apprehend,  are  those  furnished 
us  by  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada.  Summariz- 
ing them  just  here,  before  going  further,  we  would  again  say  that 
the  tests  are,  as  to  an  Act  of  the  Local  Legislature,  just  as  decided 
in  the  Privy  Council  cases  where  we  have  seen  that  those  rules  or 
tests  have  been  acted  on ;  viz., — 

First: — Does  the  Act  of  the  Local  Legislature  fall  within 
either  of  the  classes  -of  local  and  private  subjects  enumerated  in 
the  92ud  section  ?  If  not,  that  is  an  end  of  it,  as  that  section  fully 
covers  the  outside  of  all  their  legislative  powers.  But  if  it  does 
fall  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  section  92, 
then  the  next  question  arises  : — 

Second : — Does  it  also  fall  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
enumerated  in  section  91,  and  if  so,  is,  or  is  it  not,  thereby  over- 
borne, and  rendered  nugatory  ?  The  answer  to  this  last  question, 
depends,  as  we  have  seen  in  our  previous  discussion  of  it,  as  to 
whether  tic  -nhject-matter  of  the  Act  comes  any  further  within 
the  subjects-matter  of  the  91  section,  'before  Parliament  has 
legislated  effectually  on  the  subject-matter  in  the  91st  section, 
affected  by  the  Act  of  the  Local  Legislature),  than  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  Act  may  legitimately  do  ;  for  instance,  on  solemniza- 
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tiou  of  marriage,  but  no  further  than  that  within  the  subject  of 
marriage  ;  on  trade  licenses  within  clause  9  of  section  92,  but  no 
further  than  that  within  the  subject  of  trade  and  commerce ;  on 
property  and  civil  rights,  but  no  further  on  that  so  as  to  make  it  a 
legislation,  bona  fide,  on  trade  and  commerce  ;  on  bankruptcy  and 
insolvency;  on  naturalization  and  aliens,  or  on. any  of  the  other 
subjects  from  which  Provincial  legislation  is  excluded  by  the 
operation  of  the  language  in  section  91. 

Then,  after  Parliament  has  legislated,  bona  fide,  within  the 
subjects-matter  of  section  91,  so  that  such  bona  fide  legislation  has 
come  within  the  subjects-matter  of  section  92  ;  the  result  of  such 
legislation,  would,  as  we  have  seen,  depend  upon  the  relative 
subjects-matter.  Thus,  an  Act  on  the  regulation  of  trade  by 
Parliament,  might  take  away  from  the  Local  Legislature  all  power 
to  legislate  with  reference  to  certain  classes  of  licenses.  Legis- 
lation on  fisheries,  might,  bona  fide,  affect  and  overbear,  as  far  as 
such  legislation  was  legitimate  legislation  on  the  subject  of  the 
fisheries,  the  local  right  to  legislate,  as  so  affected,  on  property  and 
civil  rights;  legislation  on  the  subject  of  marriage,  might,  as  we  have 
seen,  lessen  or  affect  the  right  of  the  Local  Legislature  to  legislate 
with  reference  to  the  subject  of  solemnization  of  marriage.  So, 
again,  as  we  have  also  seen,  Parliament  might  legislate  with  refer- 
ence to  direct  taxation,  and  leave  unaffected  the  right  of  the  Local 
Legislature  to  legislate  with  reference  to  the  same   subject-matter. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  we  would  respectfully  submit,  that  it 
is  reasoning  backwards,  and  not  fully  reasoning  at  that,  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  an  Act  of  Parliament  is  good,  to  ask  the 
question — Could  the  Local  Legislature  enact  it  ?  For,  we  submit, 
and  we  think  there  is  no  difficulty  in  furnishing  instances  of  it, 
(one  of  which  we  think  is  furnished  us  by  the  Privy  Council's  own 
case  of  the  Attorney  General  for  Quebec  v.  The  Queen  Insurance  Co., 
which  we  have  examined  ;  somewhat  ironically,  perhaps,  to  detect 
the  weakness,  in  the  tests  proposed  by  the  Privy  Council  as  to  the 
validity  of  an  Act  of  the  Parliament),  that  there  are  Acts  which 
the  Local  Legislatures  cannot  enact,  and  which  the  Parliament  of 
the  Dominion  cannot  enact  either.*     In  all  such  cases,  then,  it  is 

*  While  this  work  is  going  through  the  press,  we  are  in  receipt  of  the  report  of 
Reed  v.  Mousseau,  8  S.  C.  R,  408,  where  a  majority  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada,  held,  that  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  Quebec,  providing  that  a  duty 
should  be  imposed  on  papers  filed  in  the  Courts,  payable  in  stamps,  was  ultra 
vires  that  Legislature,  as  not  being  direct  taxation.  In  so  holding,  they  follow 
the  Attorney  General  of  Quebec  v.  The  Queen  Insurance  Co,  above  cied.     As 
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obvious,  thai  the  question  being  asked,  Can  the  Local  Legislature 
pass  it?  and,  being  answered  in  the  negative,  does  not  show  that 
Buoh  an  Art  oould  be  enaoted  by  Parliament.  Then,  if  that  is  so, 
there  ia  no  esoape  from  the  oonolusion,  that,  upon  the  grounds 

On  which  thev  have  put  them,  the  case  of  Dobie  V.  The  Tempor- 
alities Board,  &fl  tar  as  it  decides  that  the  Act  there  in  question  was 
intra  vires  Parliament,  (tor,  in  holding  that,  they  really  acted  extra 
judicially,  BS  thai  was  not  the  question  before  them  in  that  case); 
and  upon  which,  (not  extrajudicially  ,  they  decided  the  case  of 
Russell  v.  The  Queen;  have  been  wrongly  decided;  and  the  rules 
or  tests  there  laid  down  are  completely  fallacious.  We  will  again, 
by-and-by,  examine  those  cases  still  more  closely  than  we  have  yet 
done.  What,  we  would  submit,  are  the  tests  to  be  applied  in  order 
t"  decide  whether  an  Act  is  intra  vires  Parliament,  or  not,  are 
questions  that  have  to  be  proposed  in  quite  different  order,  and  of 
a  very  different  nature,  from  those  named  by  the  Judicial  Commit- 
tee of  the  Privy  Council  in  the  cases  to  which  we  have  just  re- 
ferred. The  tests,  we  apprehend,  as  we  have  shown,  very  fully,  in 
the  first  part  of  this  treatise;  from  the  Act  itself;  from  the  well- 
derided  cases  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  under  it ;  and  from 
the  whole  current  of  the  Privy  Council's  own  decisions,  down  to 
that  point,  where,  we  beg  to  submit,  (mistaking  those  early  laid 
down  rules  as  tests  of  the  validity  of  an  Act  of  the  Local  Legisla- 
ture, for  an  equally  good  test  of  the  validity  of  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment), they  have  gone  astray,  and  have  laid  down  rules  and  tests 
which  are  utterly  delusive  and  which  will  have  to  be  abandoned  as 
entirely  unsound;  are  as  follows, — Does  the  Act  in  question,  bona 
fide,  and  as  legitimate  legislation  on  the  subjects-matter  in  question, 
come  within  any  of  the  subjects- matter  enumerated  in,  or  covered 
by  section  91  ;  that  is  to  say  all  matters  not  coming  within  section 
92,  and  on  the  enumerated  subjects  in  section  91,  whether  they 
come  within  the  subjects-matter  in  section  92  or  not?     If  so,  then 


the  Privy  Council  have  held  that  the  right  to  legislate  by  Parliament,  on  the 
regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  does  not  extend  to  the  regulation  of  a  particu- 
lar trade,  such  as  that  of  lire  insurance  in  a  single  Province  ;  on  the  same  princi- 
ple, they  would  hold,  that  the  right  in  Parliament,  'o  legislate  for  "  the  raising 
of  money  by  any  mode  or  system  of  taxa  ion,"  would  not  include  the  right  to 
raise  money  by  imposing  a  stamp  tax  on  papers  tiled  in  the  Cour  s  in  a  single 
Province.  And  a^uming,  as  we  do,  that  they  will  affirm  the  judgment  of  the 
majority  of  the  Court  in  Reed  c.  Mousscau,  we  will  then,— the  Privy  Council 
themselves  being,  again,  the  Judges,  against  themselves, — have  another  instance 
furnished  us  of  the  falsity  of  their  position  that  "  it  cannot  be  contended  that 
Parliament  had  not  full  legislative  authority  to  pass  '  an  Act,  simply  because 
such  Act  was  not  within  the  competency  of  the  Provincial  Legislature. 
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that  is  good  legislation  within  the  power  of  Parliament,  under  the 
express  language  of  the  Act. 

That,  we  take  it,  as  between  sections  91  and  92  of  the  Act, 
covers  the  whole  ground;  though,  to  pursue  the  course  of  reasoning 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  in  the  Canada  Temperance  Act 
case,  in   which  another  difference  appears  between  their  holding 
and  that  of  the  Privy  Council,  it  may  be  further  put  thus : — That 
Act  in  question,  (the  C.  T.  Act),  is  a  legislation  on  subjects  which 
come  within  the  classes  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature  com- 
prised  in    the   enumeration   of  the   classes   of  subjects   assigned 
exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Province  ;  such  as  property 
and  civil  rights ;  shop,  saloon,  tavern  and  other  licenses  for  the  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquors,  and  local  and  private  matters.     It  is  legisla- 
tion with  reference  to  those  matters  and  affects  them  most  materially 
and  directly  ;  but  as  it  is,  also,  bona  fide  legislation  regulating  the 
traffic,  (from  the  Italian  "  iratta"  to  trade),  in  intoxicating  liquors, 
it  is,  therefore,  a  legislation  on  the  regulation  of  trade  ;  and  how- 
ever much  such  legislation,  therefore,  interferes  with,  over-rides, 
over-bears,  excludes  or  supersedes  the  right  of  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures to  legislate  on   the  subjects- matter  affected,  that   does  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  Act,  for,  "  notwithstanding  anything  in  the 
Act,"  (B.  N.  A.  Act),  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  extends  to  all  matters  coming  within  the 
regulation  of  trade  and  commerce;  and  any  matter  coming  within 
the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  shall   not  be  deemed  to 
come  within  the  subject  of  licenses ;  of  property  and  civil  rights, 
or  of  local  and  private  matters  in  the  Province  ;  no  matter  how 
much  it  may  appear  to  do  so,  nor  how  much  it  may  actually  do  so, 
so  as  to  interfere  with  or  prevent  Parliament  from  bona  fide  pass- 
ing an  Act  regulating  the  trade  or  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors. 

It  is  with  no  desire  to  indulge  in  mere  captious  criticism  that 
we  pursue  this  matter  further.  We  "have  proposed  to  discuss  the 
questions  in  connection  with  our  subject  fairly  and  honestly,  and 
with  our  utmost  intelligence ;  and,  if,  in  so  carrying  out  the  design, 
we  find — as  we  do  find — a  series  of  decisions  by  our  very  highest 
Appellate  Court,  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council, 
which  we  think  are  unsound ;  and,  followed  to  their  logical 
sequence,  most  pernicious,  and  calculated  to  destroy — not  the  pow- 
ers of  Parliament  to  legislate  ;  but  to  greatly  increase  those  powers 
in  a  manner  in  which  we  believe  the  framers  of  the  Act  never  for 
one  moment  contemplated  would  be  the  result  of  the  Act ; — but 
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\,tv  much  of  tlw  legislative  power  of  the  Ad,  exclusively  given  to 
and  vested  in  the  Loral  Legislatpres.    So,  it  seems  to  us,  that  while 

such  nun  as    Messrs.   Make,  Mmnil,  .Indue  EENBT,  &C.,  have  been 

ring  utterly  unsound  arguments,  the  efled  of  which  would  be, 
IE  we  have  shown,  virtually  to  strip  Parliament  of  any  power  of 
effective  legislation  ;  and  while  the  politieal  papers  have  been 
exulting  over  the  result  of  such  cases  as  the  Meroer  Escheat 
oaa  ;  the  Fisheries  case;  the  Ontario  License  case,  and  even 
the  Parsons  Insurance  ease,  with  the  questions  of*  mere  detail 
under  the  Act,  which  the  decisions  in  these  cases,  and  in  the 
( Ontario  Streams  ense  as  well,  (as  far  as  we  can  tell,  from  the  news- 
papers' reports,  of  what  is  involved  in  it;  the  report  of  the  case, 
neither  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  nor  in  the  Privy  Coun- 
cil, being  yet  to  hand),*  involve,  they  have  entirely  lost  sight  of,  or 
failed  to  appreciate,  the  fact,  that,  in  the  Parsons'  Insurance  case, 
itself,  coupled  with  the  holding  of  the  same  learned  Board  that 
decided  that  case,  in  Dohie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board,  and  in 
Russell  v.  The  Queen,  the  law  has  been  carried — if  it  be  law, 
which  we  very  much  doubt — far,  far  beyond  any  holding  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  relative  to  the  legislative  powers  of 
Parliament  under  the  91st  section  of  the  Act. 

Coupled  with  the  point  we  have  been  considering, — which 
has  reached  its  ultima  Thule  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  where,  as  we 
have  seen,  it  has  been  directly  held,  that,  if  in  reference  to  an  Act 
of  Parliament,  the  question  be  asked,  Could  the  Local  Legislature 
pass  the  Act?  the  reply  be  in  the  negative,  the  matter  is  settled  ; 
for  that  it  cannot  then  be  contended,  that  Parliament  could  not 
pass  the  Act  which  was  without  the  competency  of  the  Local 
Legislature, — there  is  another  question  running  closely  into  it,  but 
which  we  will  endeavour  to  keep  apart  from  it,  until  we  have 
more  fully  discussed  the  question  we  are  now  considering. 

The  principle,  then,  as  we  have  intimated,  in  an  earlier  part 
of  this  treatise,  which  lays  at  the  bottom  of  the  rule  of  construction, 
which,  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  has  been  fully  developed,  is  this  : 
By  the  first  clause  of  the  Act,  it  is  provided,  that,  for  the  peace, 
order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  Parliament,  in  addition  to 

*  Since  the  above  was  written,  tlie  report  of  the  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  La  to  band  :  McLaren  v.  Caldwell,  8  S.  C.  R,  435.  As  this  is  n»t  a  case 
of  construction  under  the  B.  X  A.  Act  at  all,  it  has  still  less  force  as  affecting 
the  question  of  the  relative  powers  of  Parliament  and  the  Legislatures  than  the 
other  cases  named,  and  seems  to  involve  no  question  of  importance  connected 
with  the  matters  we  are  discussing  in  this  treatise. 


CANADIAN  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.  153 

the  right  of  legislating  on  the  subjects  specified  in  the  91st  section, 
whether  they  come  within  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in 
section  92,  or  not,  has  also  the  right  to  legislate  "  in  relation  to  all 
matters  not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  by  this  Act 
assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces." 

Hence,  the  Privy  Council  argue, — under  that  portion  of  the 
clause  which  gives  Parliament  the  right  to  legislate  on  all  subjects- 
matter  not  given  to  the  Local  Legislatures,  without  any  reference 
to  the  other  portion  of  the  clause  at  all, — if,  to  the  question,  Can 
the  Local  Legislatures  pass  the  Act  in  question?  the  reply  be  in  the 
negative,  then  it  cannot  be  contended  that  Parliament  by  virtue  of 
its  general  power  to  legislate  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  govern- 
ment of  Canada,  could  not  pass  it.     But,  if  the  reply  be  in  the 
affirmative,  the  question  will  then  remain, — Does  the  Act  not  also 
come  within  the  subjects-matter  enumerated  in  section   91,  and   so 
still  belong  to  Parliament?     Putting  in  force,   then,    in   Dobie  fc. 
The  Temporalities  Board,  the  principle,  as  above  named,  from  the 
first  portion  of  that  clause,  they  find  that  the  right  to   pass  an  Act 
relating  to  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  Province,   is  not  in  the 
Local    Legislature,  because  property  and  civil   rights  in  another 
Province  are  inseparably  involved  with    those  in    the  legislating 
Province ;  and  they  hold  that  not  only  cannot  one  of  these  Pro- 
vinces, under  such  circumstances,  effectively  legislate  in  such  case; 
but  that  the  conjoint  operation  of  both  Provinces  is  equally  futile. 
That,  then,  was  the  whole  question  before  them,  but  as  the  legiti- 
mate consequence  of  their  reasoning  in   the  case,  although   to   that 
extent  extra  judicial,  their  conclusion  really  was,  as  fully  developed 
in  Russell  v.   The  Queen  ;  that,  as  the  power  of  legislation  was 
neither  in   the  one  Province,  nor  in  the  both  of   them  ;    it   was, 
therefore,  in  the  Parliament  of  the  Dominion.     Yet,   they    might 
logically  have  held  both  of  the  first  propositions,  and  yet  the  third 
remain  untrue;  unless,  indeed,  we  accede  to  their  deduction  from 
the  first  portion  of  the  first  clause  of  the   91st  section,  that  all 
powers  of  legislation  not  in  the  Local  Legislatures,  alone,  or  col- 
lectively, are  in  Parliament.     But,  that,  which  the  Privy  Council 
have  rather  assumed  than  proved,  though  they  say  it   cannot  be 
contended  otherwise,  is  the  very  thing  we  very  gravely  question  ; 
and   we  must  say   it,  frankly  and   honestly, — being,   in   honesty, 
fairly  forced  to  do  so, — we  emphatically  deny  to  be  correct  ;   the 
good    foundation  for    which    denial    we  think  we  will   be  able, 
unanswerably,  to  establish. 
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But,  the  result  of  their  reasoning  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporali- 
liefl  Board,  La  to  Bustainthe  right  of  Parliament, — without  bringing 
the  subject-matter  within  either  of  those  subjects  enumerated 
among  the  over-riding  subjects  of  section  91  at  all,  to  legislate 
with  referenoe  t<>  property  ami  civil  rights  in  the  Provinoe,  entirely 

Outside    of   an\    of    the    subjects-matter   in    section   91,   simply   by 

grouping  the  property  anil  civil  rights  in  one  Provinoe,  with  the 
property  and  civil  rights  in  another  Province,  This  is  exactly 
what  has  been  done  by  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  in  Dobie  V.  The  Temporalities  Board.  Then,  if,  on  their 
holding  that  all  Acts  that  the  Local  Legislatures,  alone,  or  con- 
jointly, cannot  pass,  can  be  passed  by  Parliament;  and,  hence,  if, 
as  in  the  case  named,  by  simply  grouping  the  property  and  civil 
rights  in  the  one  Province  wnh  the  property  and  civil  rights  in 
another  Province,  Parliament  could  pass  that  Act,  and  Parliament 
can,  as  it  hence  can,  legislate  almost  indefinitely  on  the  subjects  of 
property  and  civil  rights  in  the  Provinces ;  the  power  of  the  Local 
Legislatures,  under  such  circumstances,  over  such  important  subjects- 
matter  as  property  and  civil  rights,  is  not  worth  much.  Not  only 
so ;  but,  if  by  simply  grouping  two  or  more  Provinces  together,  an 
Act  relating  to  property  and  civil  rights  in  those  Provinces  \s>  intra 
vires  Parliament,  and  Parliamentary  legislation  is  as  effective  in 
reference  to  those  subjects-matter  in  the  Provinces  as  is  held  in 
Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board ;  the  principle  does  not  stop 
there;  but,  carried  to  its  legitimate  secmence,  it  sweeps  away  almost 
every  vestige  of  legislative  power  that  the  Legislatures  possess.  For, 
if  the  principle  applies  to  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  Provinces> 
by  simply  grouping  two  or  more  Provinces  together,  so  that  the  Act 
could  not  be  passed  by  one  of  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  nor  by 
two  or  more  conjointly  ;  by  simply  adding  two  Provinces  together, 
Parliament,  by  the  same  principle,  could  as  well  legislate  on  the 
solemnization  of  marriage  ;  on  procedure  in  civil  matters  in  the 
Courts;  on  municipal  institutions;  on  licenses,  outside  of  trade 
and  commerce ;  and,  on  virtually  all  the  other  subjects  in  section 
92,  as  it  could  on  property  and  civil  rights,  under  the  holding  in 
Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board. 

Yet,  in  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons,  as  we  have 
seen,  their  Lordships,  in  reference, — not  to  the  special  subject-mat- 
ter, exclusively,  under  (Ite  92nd  section  of  the  Act,  placed  within  the 
legislative  control  of  the  Local  Legislatures, — but  to  one  of  the 
dominant  subjects-matter   placed  within  the  exclusive  legislative 
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power  of  Parliament ;  (that  as  to  their  right  of  legislating  as  to 
the  great  sweeping  subject  in  commercial  communities,  u  the  regu- 
lation of  trade  and  commerce ;!'  were,  in  their  anxiety  not  to  trench, 
improperly,  on  the  rights  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  exercise  their 
full  powers  of  legislation,  careful  to  lay  down  the  doctrine  that 
those  wide,  sweeping  words,  must  be  construed  simply  to  mean — 
"  Political  arrangements  in  regard  to  trade  requiring  the  sanction 
of  Parliament ;  regulation  of  trade  in  matters  of  inter-provincial" 
{L  e.  meaning  between  the  Provinces,  generally,  of  the  Dominion) 
"  concern,  and  it  may  be  that  they  would  include  general  regulation 
of  trade  affecting  the  whole  Dominion;"  the  only  limitation,  however, 
which  their  Lordships  would,  as  a  matter  of  abundant  caution, 
then  authoratively  attach  to  the  power  of  Parliament  to  legislate 
on  that  subject,  was  to  hold,  merely,  that  "  its  authority  to  legislate 
for  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  does  not  comprehend  the 
power  to  regulate  by  legislation  the  contracts  of  a  particular 
business  or  trade,  such  as  the  business  of  fire  insurance  in  a  single 
Province." 

For  the  purposes  of  that  ease  all  that  was  necessary  to  decide 
was  that  the  legislation  of  the  Local  Legislature  as  to  the  con- 
ditions of  a  fire  insurance  policy,  did  not  fairly  come  within  the 
words  "  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  ;"  and,  therefore,  there 
was  no  actual  necessity  for  their  Lordships  then  going  beyond 
that.  Otherwise,  doubtless,  had  it  been  necessary  to  have  acted  on 
the  rules  they  subsequently  adopted,  as  we  have  seen,  and  they  had 
then  reasoned  from  the  principles  established  in  Russell  v.  The 
Queen,  instead  of  defining  the  powers  of  Parliament  to  legislate  on 
the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  with  the  limitation  on  such 
powers,  as  named ;  the  doctrine  would  then  have  been  established, 
as  acted  on  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board,  and  as  plainly 
declared  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  that  it  is  only  such  Acts  on  any 
subject-matter,  whatever,  as  are  actually  within  the  power  of  the 
Local  Legislatures,  (subject,  too,  to  the  over-riding  power  of  Par- 
liament where  these  come  within  the  subjects-matter  of  the  91st 
section),  that  Parliament  is  precluded  from  passing.  And,  hence, 
any  Acts,  without  any  further  question,  affecting  property  and 
civil  rights  in  the  Provinces  ;  the  granting  of  licenses ;  local  and 
private  matters  generally;  or,  in  fact,  any  of  the  classes  of  local  and 
private  matters,  whatever,  enumerated  in  the  92nd  section,  that  the 
Legislatures  of  the  Provinces,  either  alone,  or  conjointly,  cannot 
pass;  Parliament,  by  virtue  of  the  power  in  the  first  portion  of  the 
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opening  clause  of  the  Blsl  section  "to  make  laws  for  the  peace, 
order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  in  relation  to  all  matters 
not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  by  tins  Act  assigned  ex- 
clusively to  tlif  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces,"  can  pass. 

Here,  then,  their  L/ORD8HIPS,  in  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Com- 
pany o.  Parsons,  reasoning  from  the  one  point  of  view,  relative  to 

the  right  of  Parliament  t<>  legislate  with  reference  to  a  subject- 
matter  expressly  in  their  power,  while  careful  to  lay  down  the 
principle,  that  their  right,  in  that  case,  does  not  extend  to  legislating; 
with  reference  to  the  business  of  tire  insurance  in  a  single  Province, 
carefully  refrain  from  claiming,  from  that  point  of  view,  that 
Parliament  can  legislate  at  all  on  that  (their  own  express)  subject- 
matter,  except  in  the  broad,  general,  inter-Provincial  way  that 
tbev  have  named.  Yet,  their  reasoning  in  Dobic  v.  The  Tem- 
poralities Hoard,  and  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  from  the  entirely 
new  point  of  view  in  these  cases,  being  applied  to  the  case  of  The 
Citizens'  Insurance  Co.  v.  Parsons,  would  at  once  have  shown  that 
their  exceedingly  careful  limitation  was  unnecessarily  guarded  ; 
because,  on  that  ground,  as  it  was  a  subject  with  reference  to  which 
no  special  power  was  given 'the  Local  Legislatures  at  all,  Parlia- 
ment could  legislate — excluded,  only,  on  the  new  theory,  by  the 
actual  powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  legislate — in  any  other 
than  the  narrowest  way. 

Yet,  again,  while  even  in  the  one  case,  from  the  one  point  of 
view,  on  such  a  subject  as  trade  and  commerce,  which  is  exclusively 
given  Parliament,  that  body  is  excluded  from  legislating  on  the 
business  of  fire  insurance  in  a  single  Province;  in  the  other  case, 
from  the  other  point  of  view,  where  it  is  not  a  question  of  legislat- 
ing upon  a  subject-matter  specially  given  Parliament  at  all;  but, 
simply,  acting  on  the  assumed  incontrovertible  'position  that  Par- 
liament can  enact  all  Acts  out  of  the  competency  of  the  Local 
Legislatures,  the  very  reverse  conclusion  is  reached,  as  we  have 
seen,  in  that  case  of  the  Attorney  General  for  Quebec  v.  The  Queen 
Insurance  Co.,  (on  an  application  of  those  rules  to  that  case),  that 
Parliament  can  legislate  on  the  business  of  fire  insurance  in  a 
si,n/lr  Province  /''  And,  in  the  same  way,  reasoning  first  from 
the  one  point  of  view,  and  then  from  the  other,  in  reference  to  the 
same  subject-matter,  you  reach  the  same  ridiculous,  contradictory 
conclusions  in  reference  to  hosts  of  subjects  :  which,  like  co-relative 
in  addition  and  subtraction,  should,  on  the  contrary,  produce 
precisely  the  same  co-relative  results. 
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And,  now,  in  our  examination,  chronologically,  of  the  cases 
bearing  on  the  particular  point  we  are  considering,  we  return 
again  to  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  7  App.  Cas.,  829.  And,  looking 
at  the  question  we  are  now  considering,  together  with  one  to  which 
we  shall  refer  hereafter  as  being  the  foundation  for  the  conclusion 
of  the  Privy  Council,  that,  if  the  reply  to  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  Act  can  be  passed  by  the  Local  Legislature  be  in  the 
negative,  there  can  be  no  contention  about  the  power  to  enact  it 
being  in  Parliament ;  we  will,  more  closely  than  we  have  yet  done, 
examine  the  case  on  that  point  in  the  Court  below— the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada;  3  S.  C.  R.,  505. 

Mr.  Lash,  Counsel  for  the  Appellants,  there  said,  with  refer- 
ence to  "  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  Province," — 

"  I  do  not  understand  that  the  Respondent  contends  that  by 
virtue  of  those  powers,  the  Legislature  could  have  passed  this  Act, 
but  they  say  it  is  an  interference  with  such  powers.  The  Appel- 
lants contend  that  this  fact  does  not  a  fed  the  general  powers  of  Par- 
liament, as  if  there  be  such  interference  the  powers  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  must  give  way. 

The  Privy  Council,  it  will  be  remembered,  place  no  stress  on 
this  in  their  decision,  holding,  as  we  have  seen,  that  the  Local 
Legislature  not  having  the  power  to  pass  the  Act,  there  is  no 
further  question  to  be  asked,  and  Parliament  can  pass  it. 

Then,  Mr.  Lash,  in  reply  to  the  claim  that  the  matter  of  the 
Act  came  within  class  16  of  sect.  92,  relating  to  matters  of  a  merely 
local  or  private  nature  in  the  Province,  does  not  deny  this,  but 
says, — 

"  To  this  it  is  answered,  that  by  the  latter  part  of  sect.  91,  it 
is  expressly  provided  that  any  matter  coming  within  sect.  91,  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  come  within  the  class  included  in  sub-section  16 
of  sect.  92." 

And,  to  the  same  effect,  is  Mr.  Maelaren,  (who,  we  doubt  not, 
must  have  been  astonished  at  the  course  on  the  argument  which 
the  Privy  Council  pursued  ;  passing  over,  as  they  did,  the  really 
strong  point  in  the  case),  also  for  the  Appellants  ;  thus, — 

"  The  Appellants  chiefly  rely  on  sub-sections  2  and  27  of  sect. 
91,  as  giving  power  to  the  Dominion  Parliament  to  pass  the  Canada 
Temperance  Act.  .  .  It  is  said  that  this  Act  interferes  with  the 
exclusive  control  given  to  the  Local  Legislatures  over  municipal 
institutions  in  the  Province,  and  matters  affecting  civil  rights  and 
property.     My  contention  is  that  the   Dominion  Parliament  has 
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full  power  to  legislate  upon  all  matters  strictly  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion io>  Didder  what  effect  it  may  have  on  classes  o/'  matters  comprised 

in  those  assigned  by  wo,  !»2  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces ;  and 

I  base  my  contention  on  the  concluding  lines  of  sect.  91.  Where  there 
IS  an  apparent  conjhet,  in  so  jar  as  it  is  a  bona  fide  regulation  of 
trade  and  commerce,  the  load  i ntercsf  must  give  way." 

All  this  shows,  very  clearly,  the  admission,  on  the  part  of  the 
Appellants  that  there  is  a  conflict  in  authority  :  that  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  Act  does  come  within  different  classes  of  the  matters 
of  a  local  and  private  nature  enumerated  in  sect.  92. 

Then,  too,  the  very  foundation  of  the  contention  for  the  Res- 
pondent was,  that  the  Act  was  a  legislation  in  relation  to  matters 
Doming  within  different  classes  of  sect.  92,  which,  as  will  be 
observed,  was,  in  effect  conceded  ;  and,  it  was  further  contended, 
that,  bona  fide,  the  Act  did  not  come  within  the  term  ''regulation 
of  trade  and  commerce;"  and,  therefore,  it  was  claimed,  being,  as 
was  virtually  conceded  on  all  sides,  an  Act  relating  to  matters 
coming  within  different  classes  of  the  subjects  enumerated  in  sect. 
91,  that  it  was  ultra  vires  Parliament. 

So,  too,  the  learned  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada,  in  his  able  judgment,  admits  the  whole  contention,  that, 
on  the  point,  was  conceded  by  the  Counsel  for  the  Appellants ; 
that  the  subject-matter  of  the  Act  did  come  within  the  subjects- 
matter  of  6ect.  92,  and  that  the  Act  did  conflict  and  interfere  with 
the  local  rights  of  legislation  in  reference  to  such  matters.  The 
following  shows  that  his  judgment  was  to  cover  that  very  point  of 
concession.     Thus,  says  the  Chief  Justice  ;  (p.  540), — 

"  In  my  opinion,  if  the  Dominion  Parliament,  in  the  exercise 
of  and  within  its  legitimate  and  undoubted  right  to  regulate  trade 
and  commerce,  adopt  such  regulations  as  in  their  practical  opera- 
tion conflict  or  interfere  with  tfte  beneficial  operation  of  local  legis- 
lation, then  the  law  of  the  Local  Legislature  must  yield  to  the 
Dominion  law,  BECAUSE  MATTERS  COMING  WITHIN  THE  SUBJECTS 
ENUMERATED  AS  CONFIDED  TO  PARLIAMENT  ARE  NOT  TO  BE 
DEEMED  TO  COME  WITHIN  THE  MATTERS  OF  A  LOCAL  NATURE 
COMPRISED  IN  THE  ENUMERATION  OF  SUBJECTS  ASSIGNED  TO 
THE  LOCAL  LEGISLATURES.  In  other  words,  the  right  to  regulate 
trade  and  commerce  is  not  to  be  over-ridden  by  any  local  legisla- 
tion in  reference  to  any  subject  over  which  power  is  given  to 
the  Local  Legislature." 

Here  were  the  clear  claim  and  concession  : — that  the  subject- 
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matter  of  this  Act  was  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  and 
that  it  did  "come  within"  classes  of  matters  of  a  local  nature 
enumerated  in  sect.  92.  It  was,  very  plainly,  never  dreamt  by 
that  astute  lawyer,  Sir  Wm.  J.  Ritchie,  that  the  Act  would  have 
been  good  merely  because  the  Local  Legislatures  could  not  pass  it, 
as  a  whole ;  nor,  on  any  other  ground  than  that  though  the  Act  was 
"in  conflict  and  interfered  with  the  beneficial  operation  of  the 
local  legislation,"  it  came  within  the  prevision  that  being  legislation, 
bona  fide,  on  a  subject-matter  within  section  91,  it  was  good,  "  not- 
withstanding anything  in  the  Act ;"  under  the  latter  part  of  the 
first  clause,  and  the  last  clause,  of  that  section. 

Mr.  Justice  Fournier  agreed  with  this  judgment. 
So,  too,  the  dissenting  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Henry  was 
based  not  only  on  the  contention,  that  the  Act  was  not  within 
the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  but  that  if  declared  valid  it 
would  be  over-riding  the  powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures  as  to 
their  right  of  legislation  on  the  subjects-matter  of  sec.  92.  We 
make  the  following  extract  on  the  point  from  the  judgment  of 
that  learned  Judge  ;  (p.  556), — 

"If  it  be  finally  decided  that  the  provision  for  the  'regulation 
of  trade  and  commerce '  over-rides  the  power  of  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures in  the  matter  of  licenses,  I  see  no  impediment  in  the  way  of 
legislation,  in  regard  to  matters  affecting  in  the  remotest  way  trade 
and  commerce,  that  would  not  merely  restrain  and  control,  but 
completely  nullify,  the  Local  Legislative  power  in  respect  of  'civil 
rights  and  property'  and  other  important  interests." 

That  learned  Judge  evidently  thought  that  if  the  Act  were 
sustained  it  would  be  sustaining  the  "  making  laws,"  by  Parlia- 
ment, "  in  relation  to  matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects 
by  the  Act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Pro- 
vinces ; "  quite  unaffected  by  the  consideration  that  the  Act  was 
one,  which,  of  course,  could  not  be  passed  by  the  Local  Legislatures. 
And,  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau,  although  giving  expression  to 
the  views  as  quoted  by  us ;  still,  admitting  that  the  Act  is  an  in- 
terference with  the  legislative  powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures, 
under  section  92,  falls  back  upon  the  same  position,  taken,  as  we 
have  seen,  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  that,  notwithstanding 
that,  the  Act  being  a  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  within  the 
meaning  of  section  91,  the  legislation  by  Parliament  is  still  good 
under  the  latter  part  of  the  first  clause  of  the  section.  Thus; 
(p.  558),- 
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"Then,  it  Beems  to  me,  that  under  the  words  'regulation  of 
trade  ami  oommeroe,'  the  B.  \.  A.  Act  expressly  gives  the  Domin- 
ion Parliament  the  righl  to  this  legislation.  //  may,  it  is  true, 
interfere  with  some  of  tin  powers  of  tin  Provincial  Legislatures,  but 
section  0 1  olearly  enacts,  that,  notwithstanding  anything  in  the  Act, 
notwithstanding  that  the  oontrol  over  local  matters,  over  property  and 
civil  rights,  over  tavern  licenses,  for  tin  purpose  of  raising  a  revenue, 
is  given  to  tin  Local  Legislatures,  the  exclusive  legislative  authority 
of  the  Dominion  extends  to  the  regulation  of  trade  and  oommeroe, 

\M>  THIS  COURT  has  REPEATEDLY  HELD,  that  the  Dominion  Parlia- 
ment has  the  right  to  legislate  on  all  the  matters  left  under  its  control 
In/  the  Constitution,  THOUGH,  IN  DOING  so,  IT  MAY  INTERFERE 
Willi  SOME  OF  THE  POWERS  LEFT  TO  THE  LOCAL  LEGISLATURES." 

And  the  whole  of  the  live  Judges  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  Brunswick,  who,  in  Ex  parte  Grieves,  (supra),  held  that  the 
Act  was  ultra  vires  Parliament, — not  to  trouble  the  reader  with  any 
further  quotations  from  their  judgments, — all  took  the  position, 
which,  then,  no  one  seriously  questioned,  that  the  Act  was  a 
legislation  with  reference  to  various  subjects  or  matters  within  THE 
classes  of  local  and  private  matters  enumerated  in  section  92,  (that 
advisedly,  SlR  MONTAGUE  E.  Smith,  and  the  Privy  Council,  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding),  and  assigned  to  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures. 

As  we  have  seen  in  our  examination  of  the  Privy  Council 
cases,  once  more  to  repeat  it),  in  all  the  cases  preceding  Dobie  v. 
The  Temporalities  Board,  where  the  rules  of  construction  were 
laid  down,  they  were  cases  where  the  question  arose  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  Acts  of  the  Local  Legislatures;  and  the  tests  there, 
quite  properly  proposed,  were,  first,  Does  the  subject-matter  legis- 
lated upon  corne  within  any  of  the  clauses  of  sec.  9!2  ?  If  not,  that 
ended  the  enquiry,  as  the  Local  Legislatures  received  all  their 
powers  under  that  section  ;  and,  therefore,  if  the  subject-matter 
were  not  included  in  that  sectiou,  obviously  the  Act  was  ultra  vires 
the  Local  Legislature.  But,  if  the  answer  were  in  the  affirmative, 
then  the  next  question  arose  as  to  whether  the  Act  did  not  come 
within  the  91st  sect,  and,  if  so,  whether  it  was  or  was  not  thereby 
over-borne  ?  That  was  the  state  of  affairs  down  to  the  Citizens' 
[nsuranoe  Co.  v.  Parsons,  where,  as  we  have  seen,  the  question  was 
-till  a>  to  the  validity  of  an  Act  of  the  Local  Legislatures;  for  which 
these  tests  were  adapted.  To  make  the  first  of  these  tests  appli- 
cable to  the  almost  opposite  case  of  an  Act  of  Parliament;  the  test, 
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as  we  have  seen,  is  utterly  worthless,  unless  we  assume,  if  the 
reply  to  the  question  as  to  whether  the  Act  in  question  comes 
within  the  92nd  section,  be  in  the  negative,  that  the  power  then 
exists  in  Parliament  to  pass  the  Act,  be  it  on  what  subject  it  may, 
and  without  any  enquiry  as  to  what  subject  it  is  on.  But,  in 
order  to  make  that  test  of  any  value  as  to  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
we  must  assume  that,  in  its  entirety  ;  without  any  limitation  or 
qualification.  And  this,  we  find,  was  actually  the  result  of  the 
holding  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board.  There,  acting  on 
this,  as  it  appears  to  us  (because,  the  assumption,  we  take  it — and 
that,  without  any  doubt  ;  or,  otherwise  we  would  not  presume  to 
do,  as  we  now  very  strongly  do ;  question,  as  a  matter  of  principle, 
the  correctness  of  such  holding  by  a  Court  of  such  high  authority — 
is  an  utterly  unsound  one)  utterly  unsound  assumption,  in  holding 
that  as  to  two  Provinces,  because,  they  neither  separately,  nor  con- 
jointly, could  pass  an  Act  relating  to  property  and  civil  rights  in 
those  Provinces,*  therefore  Parliament  could  do  so. 

And  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  the  principle  established, — 
though,  really,  extra  judically  so,  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities 
Board, — is  affirmed  ;  and  assumed,  without  being  demonstrated,  as 
beyond  the  possibility  of  contention.  "  Law  is  the  very  reason  of 
the  thing,"  and  that  which  is  not  reason  is  not  law,  no  matter  from 
whom  the  declaration  of  what  is  law,  proceeds  ! 

We  give,  again,  the  statement  of  their  Lordships  in  Russell  v. 
The  Queen,  (p.  836),  showing  clearly,  in  this  connection,  that  that 
old,  and  as  we  respectfully  submit,  utterly  inapplicable  test  to  this 
entirely  different  case  from  that  in  which  that  test  was  a  legitimate 
one,  was  actually  applied  and  established.  After  a  reference  to  the 
case  of  the  Citizens'  Insurance  Company  v.  Parsons,  in  which  it 
will  be  remembered  the  test  was  as  to  the  validity  of  an  Act  of 
the  Local  Legislature,  their  Lordships  say, — 

"  According  to  the  principle  of  construction  there  pointed 
out,  the  first  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the  Act  now  in 
question  falls  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in 
sect.  92,  and  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Pro- 


*  It  will  be  observed  that  we  have  raised  no  question  on  the  points  decided  by 
the  Privy  Council,  as  to  the  competency  of  the  Legislatures,  alone  or  conjointly, 
to  pass  such  Acts  as  that  in  question,  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board  ; 
although  we  think  their  holding  on  those  points,  is  open  to  the  gravest  doubt. 
For  the  present,  however,  we  prefer  confining  ourselves  to  the  contention,  that, 
even  admitting  the  correctness  of  their  holding  on  those  points,  the  test  they  have 
proposed  as  to  the  validity  of  Acts  of  Parliament  is,  still,  an  unsound  one.     , 
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vin.vs.  [£  it  does,  then  the  further  question  would  arise,  viz. 
whether  the  Bubjed  of  the  Act  .Iocs  not  also  fall  within  one  of  the 
enumerated  olassee  oi'  Bubjeota  in  soot.  91,  and  so  does  not  still 
belong  t<>  the  Dominion  Parliament  But  if  the  act  does  not 
tall  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  in  sect.  92,  no  further 
question  will  remain,  for  it  cannot  be  oontended,  and  indeed  was 

intended  at  their  Lordships'  bar,  that  IF  THE  ACT  does  not 
oome  within  on>  of  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  to  the  Provin- 
cial Legislatures,  the  Parliament  of  Canada  had  not,  by  its  general 
power  '  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of 
C'anada,'  full  legislative  authority  to  pass  it." 

Surely,  no  language  can  be  more  distinct ;  positive,  and  unmis- 
takeable  than  that ! 

Then,  after  stating  the  three  subjects- matter  under  which  it 
was  contended  the  "  legislation  fell,"  viz.,  the  9th,  13th  and  16th 
sub-seetions;  as  to  licenses;  property  and  civil  rights,  and  local 
and  private  matters  generally,  their  Lordships  go  on  to  show  that 
"  the  Ad"  or  "  the  matter  of  the  Ad"  as  they  convertibly  call  it,  is 
not  within  either  of  those  classes  of  subjects  ;  so,  that,  under  either 
of  them,  the  Local  Legislature  could  pass  the  Act.  Thus, 
(p.  837),- 

"  The  Act  in  question  is  not  a  fiscal  law.  It  is  not  a  law  for 
raising  revenue.  Indeed,  it  was  a  main  objection  to  the  Act  that 
in  the  City  of  Fredericton  it  did  in  point  of  fact  diminish  the 
sources  of  municipal  revenue.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the 
matter  of  ilie  Act  is  not  wifchin  the  class  of  subject  No.  9,  and  con- 
sequently that  it  could  not  have  been  passed  by  the  Provincial 
Legislature  by  virtue  of  any  authority  conferred  upon  it  by  that 
section." 

Again, — "  It  was  contended  by  the  appellant's  counsel,  and 
it  was  their  main  argument  on  this  part  of  the  case,  that  the 
Temperance  Act  interfered  prejudically  with  the  traffic  from  which 
this  revenue  was  derived,  and  thus  invaded  a  subject  assigned 
exclusively  to  the  Provincial  Legislature.  But,  supposing  the  effect 
of  the  Act  to  be  prejudicial  to  the  revenue  derived  by  the  munici- 
pality from  licenses,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  Dominion  Parlia- 
ment might  not  pass  it  by  virtue  of  its  general  authority  to  make 
laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada.  As- 
suming that  the  matter  of  the  Act  does  not  fall  within  the  class  of 
subjects  described  in  No.  9,  that  sub-section  can  in  no  way  interfere 
with  the  general  authority  of  the  Parliament  to  deal  with  the 
matter." 
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Their  Lordships  also  go  on  to  show  that  the  Act  in  question 
did  not  "  fall  within"  either  of  the  other  classes  of  subjects  enu- 
merated in  sec.  92. 

We  make  a  few  additional  extracts  from  their  Lordships' 
judgment.  Having  shown,  as  above,  that  the  Act  directly  affected 
the%  matter  of  licenses  and  reduced  the  revenue  therefrom,  their 
Lordships,  on  that  point,  further  say, — 

"  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  express  provision  of  the  Act  in 
question  that  no  licenses  shall  avail  to  render  legal  auy  act  done  in 
violation  of  it,  is  only  the  expression,  inserted  probably  from  abun- 
dant caution,  of  what  would  be  necessarily  implied  from  the  legis- 
lation itself,  assuming  it  to  be  valid." 

Here,  then,  is  the  clear  admission  of  the  fact,  as  is  apparent 
from  the  Act  itself,  that  the  Act  is  a  direct  interference  with  and  over- 
riding ;  a  total  destroying,  of  the  power  to  legislate  as  to  the  grant- 
ing of  licenses  for  the  sale  of  liquor.  Is  this  not  a  legislation 
"  relating  to  matters  coming  within  "  the  9th  clause  of  section  92  ? 
What,  in  the  world,  else,  is  it  ?  Is  it  not,  being  an  Act  prevent- 
ing the  sale  of  liquor,  an  Act  relating  to  matters  of  property  in 
liquors  ?  If  not,  what  in  the  world  is  it  ?  Being  an  Act  to  make 
licenses  nugatory,  and  to  prevent  the  sale  of  liquors,  is  not  that 
legislating  in  reference  to  the  civil  rights  of  citizens  to  get  licenses 
and,  under  them,  to  sell  liquor  ?      If  not,  what  in  the  world  is  it  ? 

"  In  however  large  a  sense  these  words,"  (property  and  civil 
rights),  their  Lordships  go  on  to  say,  "  are  used,  it  could  not  have 
been  intended  to  prevent  the  Parliament  of  Canada  from  declaring 
and  enacting  certain  uses  (civil  rights)  of  property,  and  certain 
acts  (civil  rights),  in  relation  to  property,  to  be  criminal  and 
wrongful." 

Certainly  not ;  and,  therefore,  the  Act  provides,  under  the 
91st  section,  27th  clause,  that  "  The  Criminal  Law"  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  Parliament;  and,  "notwithstanding  anything  in  the 
Act,"  the*  exclusive  authority  of  Parliament  extends  to  all  mat- 
ters coming  within  the  criminal  law ;  and,  "  any  matter  coming 
within  criminal  law  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within  property 
and  civil  rights,"  to  prevent  effective  legislation  by  Parliament  on 
the  criminal  law. 

Just  so  the  Statute !  Just  so,  the  holding,  in  principle,  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada !  But,  the  very  opposite  is  the  mani- 
festly incorrect  holding  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  !     With  all  deference  ! 
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Ami,  yet,  then,  they  do  admit,  after  all,  it  is  a  legislation  as  to 
property  and  oivil  rights  ?  But,  being  so,  on  their  own  test,  that  is 
not  to  be  justified  by  its  being  legislation  on  criminal  law;  but,  as 
regards  their  theory  ,  it  must  stand  or  fall,  on  the  single  ground,  that, 
because  it  is  an  A.ddehora  the  power  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  pass, 
therefore  it  is  a  perfectly  good  Act  within  the  power  of  Parliament. 
Their  LORDSHIPS,  even,  must  not  be  allowed  to  abandon  their 
ground  in  that  way,  and  when  driven  to  the  admission  that  the 
Act  is  a  legislation  on  property  and  civil  rights,  to  escape  by  show- 
ing that  it  is  also  legislation  on  a  criminal  law.  If  they  rely  on 
the  test  above  named,  that  the  Act  is  to  be  decided  to  be  good  be- 
cause the  Local  Legislature  cannot  pass  it;  they  must  not  be 
allowed,  when  they  find  that  ground  falling  beneath  their  feet, 
to  BUStain  themselves  on  ground  the  soundness  of  which  cannot  suc- 
cessfully  be  questioned  ;  and,  to  uphold  their  newly  manufactured, 
destructive,  and  utterly  unsound  test,  to  fall  back  on  the  other  that 
the  Statute  gives,  and  which  is  one  as  unquestionable  as  it  should 
always  have  been  unquestioned  ! 

True,  again,  it  is,  that,  as  their  Lordships  observed, — "Few,  if 
any,  laws  could  be  made  by  Parliament  for  the  peace,  order  and 
good  government  of  Canada  which  did  not  in  some  incidental  way 
a  feet  'property  and  civil  rights;  and  it  could  not  have  been  intended, 
when  assuring  to  the  Provinces  exclusive  legislative  authority  on 
the  subjects  of  'property  and  civil  rights,  to  exclude  the  Parliament 
from  this  general  power,  (that  is,  of  passing  Adts  in  relation  to 
'mutters  of  property  and  civil  rights),  whenever  any  such  inciden- 
t'il  interference  would  result  from  it." 

No ! — with  all  courtesy  and  respect — Certainly  not !  And, 
therefore,  the  Imperial  Parliament,  while  giving  to  the  Local 
Legislatures  general  "  exclusive  legislative  authority  on  the 
subjects  of  property  and  civil  rights,"  made  the  express  provision 
in  the  Act,  that,  notwithstanding  such  exclusive  power  was 
given,  generally,  to  the  Local  Legislatures,  rt  exclusively  to  legislate 
on  property  and  civil  rights  ;"  with  respect  to  twenty-nine  classes 
of  large  and  general  subjects,  Parliament  should  have  the  right  to 
legislate  with  respect  to  them,  even  though  they  did  come  within 
property  and  civil  rights;  and  no  matter  how  much  such  legisla- 
tion, on  such  twenty-nine  large  and  general  specified  subjects- matter, 
should  come  within  property  and  civil  rights,  "  it  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  do  so;"  leaving  all  other  powers,  (except  where  affected 
by  other  parts  of  the  Act,  as  by  the  41st  sect,  as  to  Election  Courts, 
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under  the  decision  of  Valin  v.  Langlois),  subject,  under  the  express 
phraseology  of  the  Act,  to  the  "  exclusive"  power  of  the  Local 
Legislatures  to  make  laws  as  to  property  and  civil  rights,  as  well  as 
to  the  others  of  the  subjects-matter  enumerated  in  sect.  92.  But, 
that  clause  from  their  Lordships'  judgment  is  very  far  from  estab- 
lishing the  disputed  doctrine,  held  by  them  to  be  indisputable,  that, 
if,  in  reply  to  the  question  as  to  any  Act  of  Parliament, — Can  the 
Local  Legislatures  pass  it,  either  alone,  or  conjointly  ? — the  answer 
be  in  the  negative,  then,  Parliament  can  pass  it. 

Their  Lordships  continue,  with  this  extraordinary  state- 
ment,— 

"  It  was  not,  of  course,  contended  for  the  Appellant  that  the 
Legislature  of  New  Brunswick  could  have  passed  the  Act  in  ques- 
tion, which  embraces  in  its  enactments  all  the  Provinces  ;  nor  was 
it  denied,  with  respect  to  this  last  contention,  that  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  might  have  passed  an  Act  of  the  nature  vmcler  discus- 
sion to  take  effect  at  the  same  time  throughout  the  whole  Do- 
minion." 

Well,  if  this  latter  clause  is  not  a  surprise  to  our  intelligent 
Canadian  readers,  then  the  extraordinary  doctrine  established  by 
the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  in  Dobie  v.  The 
Temporalities  Board,  and  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  has  not  been 
astounding  to  ourselves  ;*  and,  on  this  latter  point  we  are  neither 
doubtful  nor  reticent.  Why,  if  their  Lordships  read,  at  all, 
(which  they  assume  to  have  done),  the  judgments  delivered  in  the 
Supreme  Courts  of  New  Brunswick,  and  of  Canada,  they  surely 
could  not  avoid  knowing  that  the  great  contention  was  that  Parlia- 
ment could  not  pass  that  Act ;  because  it  was  an  interference  with, 

*When  we  had  the  truth  forced  upon  us  in  this  investigation,  so,  that,  do  what  we 
could,  we  could  not  escape  it,  that  a  Court  which  we  have  always  looked  upon 
with  such  deference,  almost  amounting  to  awe ;  certainly,  a  Court  looked  upon 
by  us  so  as  to  cause  us  to  receive  their  judgments  as  unquestionably  correct,— 
had  delivered  such  judgments  as  they  have  delivered,  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporali- 
ties Board,  and  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  we  were  astounded !  For  a  time  we  were 
undecided  what  course  to  take.  This  treatise  was  well  under  way,  before,  in 
investigating  the  cases  exhaustively,  the  truth  was  forced  upon  us,  so  that  we 
could  not  resist  it,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  on  the  validity  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  was  even  worse  than 
the  judgment  which  we  had  previously  thought  was  the  worst  judgment  we  had 
ever  examined,  (and  we  have  critically  analized  many  thousands  of  judgments — • 
over  three  thousand  in  one  treatise  alone,  we  once  wrote),  I  e.  the  judgment,  on 
the  same  question,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick.  We  thought  we 
would  have  to  stop  the  work  and  abandon  it,  so  monstrous  were  these  governing 
decisions  from  our  Appellate  Court.  But,  after  much  thought,  we  decided  other- 
wise. We  resolved  "to  take  the  bull  by  the  horns,"  (even  though  that  were 
John  Bull  himself),  and  wrestle  with  it  to  the  death!  We  have  done  so;  and, 
we  apprehend,  the  death  is  not  with  us.     "  Palmam  qui  meruit  ferat  !  " 
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and  ■  legislation  upon,  (and  the  Privy  Council  expressly  admit,  as 
we  have  shown,  that  it  was  so,  to  some  extent,  and  in  some  way, 

at  least  ,  "  matter.-  coming  within  the  classes  of  Subjects  by  the  Act 

assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinoes" — Vie  very 
words  of  the  Act,  as  we  shall  see  mute  particularly,  directly.  And, 
B8  weh;i\e  >lu>\\  n,  herein,  very  plainly,  it  was  admitted  on  all 
side-,  with  scarcely  an  exception,  thai  the  Act  was  a  legislation  on 
those  local  and  private  matters  ;  property  and  civil  rights,  &c,  &c; 
and  that  the  Act  could  not  have  been  passed  but  for  the  saving 
clause-  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  91st  section  :  saving  clauses, 
however,  which  their  LiOBDSHIPS,  by  their  extraordinary  holding, 
shut  themselves  out  from  deriving  any  benefit  from  ;  the  doctrine 
established  by  their  Lokdsiiips  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities 
Board,  and  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  having  to  stand  without  that 
aid,  or  else  not  continue  to  stand,  as  establishing  doctrines  of  sound 
law,  at  all ! 

No !  "  It  was  not,  of  course,  contended  for  the  Appellant 
that  the  Legislature  of  New  Brunswick  could  have  passed  the  Act 
in  question,  which  embraces  in  its  enactments  all  the  Provinces  ;" 
but,  it  is  contended, — and  that  very  strongly,  notwithstanding 
their  Lordships  have  alleged  it  could  not  be  contended, — that  that 
did  not  enable  the  Parliament  of  Canada  to  pass  the  Act.  Their 
Lordships  assumed  that  the  one  involved  the  other ;  but  they 
sitnply  assumed,  we  beg  to  claim,  one  of  the  most  unmitigated 
fallacies  that  a  rural  Justice  of  the  Peace,  of  the  most  illogical 
kind,  could  have  assumed  !  They  assumed  it ;  but  they  utterly 
failed  to  demonstrate  it ! 

"  New  Brunswick  could  not  pass  the  Act ;  therefore  Parlia- 
ment could,"  is  not,  necessarily,  a  logical  sequence.  New 
Brunswick  could  not  pass  an  Act  to  raise  a  revenue  for  Pro- 
vincial purposes  from  tavern  licenses  in  New  Brunswick,  and 
Nova  Scotia :  Could  Parliament  do  it  ?  New  Brunswick  could 
not  pass  an  Act  on  solemnization  of  marriage,  pure  and  simple? 
for  New  Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia:  Could  Parliament  doit? 
New  Brunswick  could  not  pass  an  Act  as  to  the  riparian  rights  on 
unnavigable  streams,  in  non-tidal  waters,  for  New  Brunswick  and 
Nova  Scotia  :  Gould-Parliament-do-it  ??  New  Brunswick  could 
not  pass  an  Act  for  the  sale  of  the  public  lands  belonging  to  New 
Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia  :  Could  Parliament  do  that  ?  New 
Brunswick  could  not  pass  an  Act  on  the  solemnization  of  marriage 
in  the  Province,  containing  clauses  in  no  way  connected  with  that 
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subject,  on  the  subject  of  marriage.  Could  Parliament  enact  a 
law  bona  fide  on  solemnization  of  marriage,  with  clauses  added 
relating  to  the  subject  of  marriage  ?  Ontario  could  not  pass  laws 
relating  to  escheat  in  Ontario  and  Quebec:  Could  Parliament  do 
that?  Quebec  could  not  pass  a  law  regulating  the  procedure  in 
civil  matters  in  Ontario  and  Quebec :  Could  not  Parliament  do 
that  ?  Ontario  could  not  legislate  with  reference  to  property  and 
civil  rights  in  Ontario  and  Quebec  :  Could  not  Parliament  do  that  f 
If  not,  why  not?  Our  highest  Appellate  Court, — the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities 
Board, — say  it  can  ;  and  that  is  authority  unquestionable,  at  least 
for  us : — is  it  not  ? 

But,  if  Parliament  can  legislate  for  Ontario  and  Quebec  on 
property  and  civil  rights, — classes  reserved  for  the  "exclusive" 
legislation  of  the  Local  Legislatures  by  section  92, — why  cannot  it 
legislate  on  procedure  in  all  or  any  of  the  Courts  in  those  Provinces 
as  well?  another  of  the  subjects  so  reserved  for  the  exclusive 
legislative  authority  of  the  Local  Legislatures.  And,  as  we  have  seen 
in  Parsons  v.  The  Citizens'  Insurance  Co.,  on  the  subject  of  trade 
and  commerce,  Parliament  was  to  have,  as  its  special,  peculiar,  kind 
of  power,  the  right  to  legislate  generally  for  the  Dominion,  if 
Parliament  can  legislate  on  the  subjects  of  property  and  civil 
rights  and  procedure  in  the  Courts,  by  virtue  of  that  wonderfully 
ridiculous  (with  all  deference !)  holding  in  Dobie  v.  The  Tempor- 
alities Board,  and  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen ;  why,  in  the  name  of 
common  sense,  can  it  not  legislate  on  such  subjects  for  the  three 
Provinces  of  Ontario,  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  ;  or,  as  for 
that,  for  the  whole  Dominion  as  well  ? 

Well,  if  it  could,  by  virtue  of  its  general  power  to  make  laws 
for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  do  that,  be- 
cause the  Provinces  alone,  or  conjointly,  could  not  do  it,  is  it  not  a 
little  singular  that  a  special  power  should  have  been  found  neces- 
sary to  enable  Parliament  to  do  that  for  three  of  the  Provinces, 
Ontario,  New  Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia,  (absolutely  excluding 
Quebec  from  being  so  operated  upon),  in  reference  to  these  very 
subjects  of  property  and  civil  rights  and  procedure  in  the  Courts, 
as  is  specially  provided  in  section  94  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act?  Surely 
that  could  scarcely  have  been  done  ex  abundanti  cautela,  as 
a  kind  of  declaration  of  a  common-law  right  such  as  is  established 
by  our  Highest  Court  of  Appeal  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities 
Board,  and  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen ! 
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Were  there  over  oases  In  this  world,  decided  before,  where  the 
rtdudio  ad  abswdwm  was  more  applicable  than  to  the  carefully 
considered,  authoritative  case-  of  Dobie  u.  The  Temporalities  Board, 
and  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  as  decided  by  that  august  body,  the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  PrivyCounoil  of  England?  It  surely 
would  not  be  deemed  contempt  ol'  Court,  if  committed  within  their 
unquestioned  jurisdiction,  to  say,  that  such  decisions  in  law  are 
equalled  only  by  their  criticism  of  the  grammatical  construction 
of  a  sentenos ! 

Wo  might  add,  that  the  judgments  of  the  Privy  Council  have 
been  received  by  us,  simply  because  they  are  the  judgments  of  the 
Privy  Council,  without  any  regard  whatever  to  their  merits  or  de- 
merits; and,  absolutely, without  investigation  or  question.  Even  their 
extremely  faulty  criticism  of  the  grammatical  construction  referred 
to  above,  of  the  closing  clause  of  section  91  of  the  Act,  has  been 
quoted,  and  tacitly  accepted,  by,  for  instance,  so  able  a  lawyer  as 
Sn;  Wm.  Ritchie,  as  though  on  all  questions,  even  as  to  a  simple 
matter  of  grammar,  the  Privy  Council  must  be  treated  as  infallible. 
In  the  same  way  the  doctrines  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities 
Board,  and  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen, — despite  their  absolutely  des- 
structive  tendencies,  and  the  almost  total  annihilation  of  the  legiti- 
mate powers  of  the  Local  Legislatures  that  the  application  of  such 
doctrines  involves, — have  been  accepted  as  correct  in  principle  as 
they  are  assumed  to  be  binding  as  authority. 


"  Of  course,  recognising  as  I  do  that  the  Bishop  possesses  a  dis- 
cretion in  this  matter,  I  most  fully  admit  that  he  is  vastly  more 
capable  of  exercising  it  well  than  I  am.  But  the  way  he  does 
exercise  it  is  subject  to  criticism — even  by  those  less  competent 
than  himself;  in  the  same  way  as  the  opinions  and  sentences  of  this 
( 'ouirt,  may,  and  ought  to  be,  and  are,  criticised  by  laymen." 
Per  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  in  Reg.  v.  Bishop  of  Oxford,  4  Q.  B.  Div. 
556,  in  Court  of  Appeal  of  England. 

THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL'S  JUDGMENTS  FURTHER  CRITICISED. 

It  is  almost  painful,  (a  kind  of,  as  Byron  would  call  it, 
"  pleasing  pain'';,  in  the  excessively  ridiculous  aspect  in  which  their 
views  are  presented,  to  follow  them  further. 

Their  ignorance;  ^to  be  perfectly  candid  and  strictly  just)  ; 
actual,  stupid,  stolid,  ignorance,  of  the  matter  they  are  examining, 
when  we  consider  that  that  is  our  highest,  authoritative,  Appellate 
( 'ourt,  is  positively  painful! 
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Our  readers,  in  the  perfectly  fair  and  unquestionably  correct 
analysis  we  have  furnished  of  the  case  in  its  successive  stages, — so 
plain  and  so  simple  are  the  points  involved ! — can  easily  see,  that, 
what  was  mainly  contended,  on  the  one  part,  was  that  the  Act  was 
a  legislation,  by  Parliament,  "in  relation  to  matters  coming 
within  the  classes  of  subjects  by  this  Act  (the  B.  N.  A.  Act) 
assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces"  such  as 
property  and  civil  rights  in  the  Provinces  ;  the  granting  of  licenses  ; 
municipal  institutions  ;  and,  generally,  matters  of  a  local  or  private 
nature  in  the  Provinces.  To  this,  it,  in  effect,  was  answered, — Yes, 
we  admit  that,  but  it  is  also  an  effectual,  bona  fide,  legislation,  by 
Parliament,  on  "  matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects 
enumerated  in  section  91 ;"  namely,  the  regulation  of  trade  and 
the  criminal  law ;  and,  therefore,  by  the  closing  part  of  the  first 
clause  of  the  91st  sect.,  the  legislative  power  in  connection  there- 
with, is — "notwithstanding  anything  in  the  Act" — still  with 
Parliament ;  for,  also,  by  the  last  clause  of  the  91st  section,  "  any 
matter  coming  within"  trade  and  commerce,  or  the  criminal  law, 
"  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within  the  class  of  matters  of  a  local 
or  private  nature"  (such  as  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  Pro- 
vinces; the  granting  of  licenses;  municipal  institutions,  or,  generally, 
local  and  private  matters)  "  comprised  in  the  enumeration  of  the 
classes  of  subjects  by  this  Act  assigned  to  the  Legislatures  of  the 
Provinces,"  so  as  to  prevent  Parliament  from  effectually,  bona  fide, 
legislating  on  the  subjects  of  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce 
and  the  criminal  law. 

While  that — we  think  simply  and  clearly  stated,  so  that  a 
child  might  understand  it — was  the  main  contention ;  it  was  also 
claimed,  by  those  resisting  the  Act,  that,  even  assuming  Par- 
liament itself  had  the  power  to  legislate  on  the  subject-matter 
of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act ;  the  Act  committed  certain  matters 
of  a  legislative  kind  to  localities  where  the  Act  was  to  be  brought 
into  operation ;  and,  therefore,  was  bad,  on  the  ground  that  Parlia- 
ment had  no  right  to  delegate  its  legislative  power  to  the  different 
localities. 

It  will  scarcely  be  credited  that  the  Privy  Council  were  as 
utterly  ignorant  as  so  many  children, — in  the  case  in  which  they 
were  to  lay  down  principles  of  construction  of  the  most  far-reaching 
kind,  and  in  which,  (if  those  principles,  from  their  utter  absurdity, 
and  entire  impracticability,  were  not,  as  they  are,  rendered  virtually 
inoperative,  as  principles),  is  involved,  as  they  are  laid  down,  the 
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complete  destruction  of  the  "  political  autonomy  of  the  Pro- 
vinces, of  the  simple  points  stated  above,  that  were  involved  in 
the  oasa  Bui  credited,  or  noi  ;  astounding  as  the  fact  was,  even 
bo  ourselves,  when  it  was  forced  upon  our  minds;  so,  that,  in  this 
investigation,  il  was  impossible  for  us  to  avoid  or  ignore  it ;  the 
fad  is  most  lamentably  apparent  in  every  part  of  their  judgment. 

After  the  complete  fallacy,  as  exposed  by  us,  which  they  have 
committed  in  the  first  part  of  the  following  clause  ;  and  the  entire 
mis-statement  of  which  they  are  guilty  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
clause,  thus, — 

"  It  was  not,  of  course,  contended  for  the  appellant  that  the 
Legislature  of  New  Brunswick  could  have  passed  the  Act  in  ques- 
tion, which  embraces  in  its  enactments  all  the  Provinces;  nor  ivas 
it  denied"  (just  fancy  that  ;  when  it  was  the  very  thing,  in 

i  stage  of  the  oase,  from  beginning  to  end,  that  was  denied), 
"  with  respect  to  this  last  contention,  that  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  might  have  passed  an  Act  of  the  nature  of  that  under 
discussion  to  take  effect  at  the  same  time  throughout  the  whole 
Dominion  f  (that's  simply  horrible  !);  their  Lordships,  to  the  sur- 
prise of  none  others  more  than  ourselves,  who,  in  their  judgments, 
looked  for  wisdom  ;  not  for  folly  ;  go  on  with  this  utter  nonsense; 
(p.  840),- 

"Their  Lordships  understand  the  contention  to  be  that,  in 
the  absence  of  a  general  law  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  the 
Provinces  might  have  passed  a  local  law  of  a  like  kind,  each 
for  its  own  Province,  and  that,  as  the  prohibitory  and  general 
parts  of  the  Act  in  question  were  to  come  in  force  in  those  coun- 
ties and  cities  only  in  which  it  was  adopted  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed, or,  as  it  was  said,  by  local  option,  the  legislation  was 
in  effect,  and  on  its  face,  (that's  really  dreadful !),  upon  a  matter 
of  a  merely  local  nature." 

And  to  make  less  excusable  the  ignorance  of  their  Lordships 
of  what  was  really  involved  in  the  case,  they  had  before  them,  in 
the  argument  of  Mr.  Benjamin,  on  that  point,  the  following; 
{Ibid.,  p.  831),— 

"  Even  if  the  Dominion  Parliament  possessed  the  powers 
which  it  assumed  to  exercise  by  this  Act,  it  had  no  power  to  dele- 
gate  ff"'in,  and  to  give  local  authorities  the  right  to  say  whether 
iJ'.'-  provisions  of  the  Act  should  be  operative  or  not." 

This  was  simply  the  argument  in  the  Supreme  Courts  of  New 
Brunswick  and  Canada,  from  the  maxim  "  Delegatus  non  potest 
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delegare;"  and,  it  is  quite  obvious,  from  the  brief  statement  of  Mr. 
Benjamin's  argument,  and  the  references  to  clauses  9,  13  and  16, 
made  by  him  that  he  took  all  the  positions  before  the  Privy 
Council,  that  were  taken  in  the  Courts  below  ;  but,  the  reporter  of 
the  Privy  Council,  evidently  puzzled  with  the  nonsense  of  their 
•Lordships'  judgment,  makes  Mr.  Benjamin's  position  to  harmo- 
nize with  it ;  and,  right  in  the  teeth  of  what  that  able  man  claimed, 
as  quoted  above,  makes  him,  also,  give  away  his  whole  case,  by  this 
simple  statement,  that  no  counsel  employed  in  the  case  in  these 
Provinces  will  credit  that  he  was  simple  enough  to  have  made,  as 
follows : — 

"  If  it  (the  Act)  applied'  to  the  whole  Dominion  without  local 
option  it  would  then  be  in  the  -power  of  the  Dominion  Parliament." 

Mr.  Benjamin,  having  thus  been  got  to  have  made  such  a  fool 
of  himself,  as  such  a  statement  would — contrary  to  the  fact — show 
him  to  have  been  ;  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Allen,  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New  Brunswick,  is  operated  on  by  their  Lordships,  and 
by  the  distortion  of  an  isolated  passage  from  his  judgment,  is  made 
responsible  for  similar  nonsense.     {Ibid.,  p.  840.) 

The  statement  quoted  from  the  judgment  of  Allen  C.  J.,  as 
the  explanation  of  their  Lordships  having  derived  their  extra- 
ordinary view  of  what  was  contended  in  the  case,  against  the 
validity  of  the  Act,  is  as  follows ;  (p.  841j, — 

"  Had  this  Act  prohibited  the  sale  of  liquors,  instead  of  merely 
restricting  and  regulating  it,  I  should  have  had  no  doubt  about  the 
power  of  Parliament  to  pass  such  an  Act ;  but  I  think  an  Act, 
which  in  effect  authorises  the  inhabitants  of  each  town  or  parish 
to  regulate  the  sale  of  liquor  and  to  direct  for  whom,  for  what  purposes, 
and  under  what  conditions  spirituous  liquors  may  be  sold  therein, 
DEALS  WITH  MATTERS  OF  A  MERELY  LOCAL  NATURE,  which,  by 
the  terms  of  the  16th  sub-section  of  sect.  92,  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  ARE  WITHIN  THE  EXCLUSIVE  CONTROL  OF  THE 
LOCAL  LEGISLATURE." 

This  is  quoted,  by  their  Lordships,  from  The  Queen  v.  The 
City  of  Fredericton,  3  P.  &  B.  188,  for  the  purpose  of  showing,  as 
they  have  stated,  that  it  was  admitted  that  Parliament  could  have 
passed  such  an  Act  as  the  Canada  Temperance  Act,  "to  take  effect 
at  the  same  time  throughout  the  whole  Dominion  :"  but  that  such 
legislation  was  bad  because  of  the  u  local  option"  clause  which  it 
contained.  The  very  extract  they  give  for  that  purpose,  shows 
Allen  C.  J.  took  no  such  nonsensical  position  at  all.      It  shows, 
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on  the  oontrary,  thai  he  admitted  that  had  the  law  been  an  abso- 
lutely prohibitory  law,  it  would  then  have  been  intra  vires  Par- 
liament ;  but,  he  claimed,  that  merely  restricting  and  regulating 
the  Bale  of  liquor  was  without  the  competency  of  Parliament}  that 
an  Aet  u authorizing  the  inhabitants  of  the  towns  and  parishes  to 
regulate  the  sale  of  liquors  ;"  and  an  Act  directing  "  by  whom,"  (for 
whom,  they  quote  it,  hut   that  is  a  mis-quotation),  "  for  wliat  pur- 

.  and  inula-  what  conditions,  spirituous  liquors  may  be  sold 
therein,  deals  with  matters  OF  A  MERELY  LOCAL  NATURE,  which, 
within  the  lGth  sub-section  of  sect.  92,  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  ARE 
WITHIN  THE  EXCLUSIVE  CONTROL  OK  THE  LOCAL  LEGISLA- 
TURES l" 

And  that  plain  contention,  which,  as  we  have  previously  seen, 
was  a  part  of  Chief  Justice  Allen's  general  contention, — which, 
again  summarized,  was,  that  if  the  Act  were  a  bona  fide  regulation 
of  trade  and  commerce,  within  the  meaning  of  class  2  of  section 
91,  the  Act  was  valid;  but,  the  learned  Chief  Justice  claimed, 
that,  for  the  reasons  he  gave,  the  Act  was  not  a  bona  fide  regula- 
tion of  trade  and  commerce,  within  that  sub-section  ;  and,  there- 
fore, as  he  claimed,  in  the  very  paragraph  which  their  Lordships 
have  quoted,  and  which  is  undeniably  correct,  that  the  Act,  then, 
was  legislating  upon  local  and  private  matters  in  the  Provinces, 
within  the  meaning  of  sub-section  16  of  section  92;  and,  that, 
therefore,  Allen,  C.  J.,  claimed,  the  Act  wras  ultra  vires  Parlia- 
ment. And  it  is  quite  obvious,  that,  if  we  admit,  as  Allen,  C.  J., 
claimed,  that  an  Act  regulating  the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors 
was  not,  on  the  grounds  he  put  it,  or  on  any  other  grounds,  an  Act 
regulating  the  trade  in  intoxicating  liquors;  then,  there  is  no 
escape  from  the  fact,  that  the  Act  being  a  legislation  on  matters 
"  coming  within  the  classes  of  matters  by  this  Act  (the  B.  N.  A. 
Act)  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces," 
was  ultra  vires  Parliament,  and  void.  But,  as  we  have  shown, 
almost  ad  nauseam,  because  it  did  come  within  the  regulation  of 
trade  and  commerce,  it  was  intra  vires  Parliament,  "  notwith- 
standing anything  in  the  Act,"  though  it  did  come  within  various 
classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  section  92  ;  because,  "any  matters 
coming  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in  section 
91,  sliall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within  "  the  local  and  private  mat- 
ters enumerated  in  section  92,  &c. 

Their  Lordships  singularly  omit  the  very  next  words  from  the 
judgment  of  Chief  Justice  Allen;  which,  if  they  had  quoted 
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them,  would  have  made  more  apparent  their  strange  perversion  of 
his  language  and  position,  than  is  done  by  the  passage  which  they 
did  quote.     That  language  is  as  follows;  (3  P.  &  B.  188), — 

"  I  admit  that  these  provisions  of  the  99th  section*  of  the 
Canada  Temperance  Act  may  be  said  to  be  regulations  for  the 
trade  in  liquors ;  but  looking  at  the  declared  object  of  the  Act  and 
the  manner  in  which  it  is  intended  to  be  put  in  operation,  I  can- 
not think  that  it  is  such  a  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  as  is  con- 
templated by  the  British  North  America  Act.  If  THESE  ARE  NOT 
MATTERS  OF  A  MERE  LOCAL  NATURE  IN  THE  PROVINCE,  I 
AM  UNABLE  TO  SAY  WHAT  WOULD  BE  SO,  IN  RESPECT  TO 
THE  SALE   OF   LIQUOR." 

There  is  the  whole  contention  of  ALLEN,  C.  J.,  in  a  nut-shell. 
And,  yet,  it  was  that  clearly-stated  contention  that  has  been  so 
greatly  distorted  by  their  LORDSHIPS,  that  that  was  an  admission 
— to  quote  again  their  very  language — "that  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  might  have  passed  an  Act  of  the  nature  of  that  under  dis- 
cussion to  take  effect  at  the  same  time  throughout  the  whole  Dominion;" 
but  that  that,  in  the  case  in  question,  could  not  be  done  because  of 
the  "  local  option  "  clause  in  the  Act.  It  is  wonderful  that  such 
nonsense  has  escaped  exposure  until  now  ! 

To  show  what  a  mere  phantom  they  thought  they  were  fight- 
ing, we  give  an  extract  from  their  Lordships'  judgment,  next 
succeeding  the  passage  they  quoted  from  the  judgment  of  Allen, 
C.  J.,  as  above  quoted.     Their  LORDSHIPS  say  ;    (p.  841),— 

"  Their  LORDSHIPS  cannot  concur  in  this  view.  The  declared 
object  of  Parliament  in  passing  the  Act  is  that  there  should  be 
uniform  legislation  in  all  the  Provinces  respecting  the  traffic  in 
intoxicating  liquors,  with  a  view  to  promote  temperance  in  the 
Dominion.  Parliament  does  not  treat  the  promotion  of  temperance 
as  desirable  in  one  Province  more  than  in  another,  but  as  desirable 
everywhere  throughout  the  Dominion.  The  Act,  as  soon  as  it 
passed,  became  a  law  for  the  whole  Dominion,  and  the  enactments 
of  the  first  part,  relating  to  the  machinery  for  bringing  the  second 
part  into  force,  took  effect  and  might  be  put  in  motion  at  once  and 


♦This  section,  (pp.  105-107,  Dominion  Acts.  1878),  has  no  relation,  whatever, 
to  the  "  Local  Option  "  clause  in  the  Act ;  which  is  contained  in  the  ''First  Part  " 
of  the  Act,  extending  from  Ibid  ,  pp.  82  to  104  inclusive.  Section  99,  is  the  whole 
of  the  "Second  Part "  of  the  Act,  which  makes  all  the  minute  provisions  of  a  local 
nature  to  be  in  force  where  the  Act  is  adopted,  regulating  the  sale  for  medicinal 
purposes,  &c;  which  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Allen  claimed  rendered  the  Act  ultra 
vires  Parliament,  on  his  assumption  that  the  Act  was  not  within  the  clauses  in 
the  91st  section;  the  regulation  of  trade,  or  the  criminal  law. 
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everywhere  within  it.  It  is  true  that  bhe  prohibitory  and  penal 
part-  t»t'  tin'  Art  arc  only  to  come  into  force  in  any  county  or  city 
upon  the  adoption  of  a  petition  to  that  etlect  by  a  majority  of 
electors,  hut  this  conditional  amplication  of  these  parts  of  the  Act  does 
not  oonveri  the  Act  itself  wto  legislation  in  relation  to  a  merely  local 
matter." 

Ami.  having  effectually  battled  with  the  mere  myth — a  crea- 
ture of  their  own  imagination— that  was  the  only  difficulty  which 
stood  in  their  way;  their  LoRDSHirs  added,  that  "The  objects 
and  scope  of  the  legislation  are  still  general,  viz.,  to  promote  tem- 
perance by  means  of  a  uniform  law  throughout  the  Dominion." 

And,  that  is  the  case,  which,  as  we  have  clearly  shown,  (we 
ipprehend  SO  clearly  that  no  reader  of  any  intelligence  can  mis- 
understand it  ,  establish*  a  a  principle  of  construction,  foreshadowed, 
and  in  effect  acted  on,  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board  ;  which, 
logically  applied,  if  in  its  peculiar  kind  of  absurdity  it  were  capable 
of  being  so  applied,  would  sweep  away,  virtually,  all  the  legisla- 
tive power  which  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  confers  on  the  Local  Legisla- 
tures ! 

We  have  already  intimated,  that,  in  the  exercise  of  our  right 
of  criticism,  we  will  treat  all  matters  coming  before  us  as  though 
we  were  honestly,  and  impartially,  criticising  a  mere  literary  work, 
the  author  of  which  to  us  was  entirely  unknown  ;  and,  though  we 
have  told  the  truth  plainly,  and  expressed  our  honest  views  unmis- 
takeably  ;  that  is  exactly  what  we  have  done  in  our  examination  of 
those  judgments  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council 
of  England  ;  the  ultimate  Appellate  Court  of  the  Dominion  of 
Canada.  But,  in  doing  so,  we  are  constrained  now  to  say,  on  de- 
liberation, that,  were  not  the  proofs  on  the  face  of  the  judgment  to 
the  contrary,  we  should  have  thought  that  that  judgment  could  not 
have  been  prepared  by  that  Board  at  all,  or  by  any  of  the  Judicial 
members  of  it ;  but,  that,  more  probably,  it  was  prepared  by  some 
ignorant  secretary  of  the  Board,  without  its  having  come  under 
their  LORDSHIPS'  subsequent  examination  at  all.  In  charity  to 
such  a  high  Appellate  Court  as  that,  we  should  have  constrained 
ourselves  to  have  come  to  that  conclusion.  But,  the  report  itself, 
deprives  us  of  even  that  charitable  view. 

But,  even  on  that  charitable  view  of  the  judgment,  had  it  been 
open  to  us,  their  LORDSHIPS  must,  at  least,  have  fixed  the  basis 
on  which  the  judgment  was  to  be  framed  ;  which  basis,  as  we  have 
seen,  they  obtained  by  the  misapplication  of  the  tests  in  the  earlier 
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Privy  Council  cases,  (where  such  men  as  LORD  SELBORNE  were 
to  be  found  acting),  that  were  applied  to  determine  as  to  the 
validity  of  Acts  of  the  Local  Legislatures,  to  those  Acts  of  a  very 
different  character,  and  involving  very  different  tests ;  viz.,  Acts  of 
the  Parliament  of  the  Dominion. 

Thus,  as  we  have  shown,  from  a  quotation,  which  we  re-quoted 
to  make  their  whole  position  and  contention  clearer,  their  LORD- 
SHIPS lay  down  the  principle  that  "  if  the  act  "  of  Parliament 
"does  not  fall  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  in  sect.  92, 
no  further  question  will  remain,  for"  (they  add,  to  prove  this), 
«« IF  the  ACT  DOES  not  COME  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures,"  "it  cannot  be  contended, 
and  indeed  was  not  contended  at  their  Lordships'  bar,  that  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  had  not,  by  its  general  power"  (merely 
that,  notice  !)  "  '  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  govern- 
ment of  Canada/  full  legislative  authority  to  pass  it." 

That  is  the  rock  on  which  they  have  split !  The  blunder  which 
they  have  committed  ;  which  has  led  them  hopelessly  astray  ! 
THE  RESERVED  POINT  NOW  CONSIDERED. 

Now  let  us  see  how  it  happened.  This  is  the  matter  so  closely 
connected  with  that  which  we  have  been  considering,  which  we 
desired  to  keep  apart  from  it  until  we  had  disposed  of  that,  (see 
ante,  pp.  152  and  157j;  and  which  we  have  so  kept  apart.  We 
will  now  make  this  other  additional  point  clear. 

We  have  seen  how  very  grossly  the  Judicial  Committee  have 
failed  in  their  criticism  of  the  last  clause  of  the  91st  section,  in  its 
grammatical  application  to  the  classes  of  local  and  private  matters 
enumerated  in  section  92 ;  quoting,  as  we  did,  on  that  point,  the 
Privy  Council  against  themselves.  We  have  also  seen  how  they 
have  mis-applied,  to  Acts  of  Parliament,  tests,  which,  in  all  the 
cases  preceding  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board,  had  been  pro- 
perly applied  to  Acts  of  the  Local  Legislatures ;  and  have  fully 
pointed  out  the  differences  existing  in  the  two  cases.  Now,  we  will 
make  their  blunder,  in  such  a  mis-application  of  those  tests,  more 
apparent ;  which  blunder  arises  from  their  equally  as  gross  miscon- 
struction of  the  first  clause  of  section  91. 

They  say,  —  If  the  Act  (of  Parliament)  does  not  fall  within 
any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  in  section  92,  no  further  question 
need  be  asked."  "  If  the  Act  of  Parliament,  does  not  come 
within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  to  the  Provincial 
Legislatures,  the  Parliament  of  Canada  had    .    .    full  legislative 
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authority  to  pan  it.''  That,  observe,  is  what  they  say.  The 
result  of  such  an  absurd  position  we  have  already  fully  shown. 
We  now  say,  that,  when  their  LiOBDBHIPS  make  those  assertions, 
in    the   paragraph   quoted,  they  make  them    without  the  slightest 

authority  in   the  icorld  ! 

True,  they  are  the  Appellate  Court  of  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  under  some  circumstances.  For,  the  appeal  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canads  is  taken,  not  as  a  matter  of  right,  but 
merely  exists  in  the  Privy  (  ouneil  as  a  matter  of  favor.  But  they  are 
our  highest  Appellate  Court.  Then,  for  us,  from  their  judgments, 
their  is  no  appeal.  But,  if  they  do  as  they  have  done  in  Dobie  v. 
The  Temporalities  Board,  and  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  establish 
principles  which  are  utterly  nonsensical;  and,  which,  from  the 
peculiar  kinds  of  absurdity  attaching  to  them,  render  them,  as 
principles,  valueless,  and  incapable  of  being  applied  ;  notwith- 
standing even  their  decision,  sueh  judgments  are  not  Law,  never- 
theless. If  they  twenty  times  over  decreed  that,  if  they  chose  to 
call  a  horse's  tail  a  leg,  it  would  make  it  a  leg  ;  it  would  not  make  it 
a  leg,  nevertheless  !  If,  for  a  hundred  years,  the  highest  Appellate 
Courts  of  England  wandered  off  from  the  correct  tests  as  to  what 
constitutes  a  partnership  ;  and  only  came  back  to  the  truth  a  few 
years  ago,  when  the  House  of  Lords,  in  Cox  v.  Hickman,  brought 
back  the  law  to  the  point  from  which,  a  hundred  years  before, 
it  had  wrandered  away  from  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  Civil 
Law,  that  "  The  contract  of  partnership  is  nothing  otherwise  than 
the  contract  of  agency  ;"  during  the  whole  of  that  hundred  years, 
the  cases  which  we  had  on  the  subject  of  partnership  were  not 
law.  And,  so,  again,  if  the  Appellate  Court  of  Canada — the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  of  England — choose, 
authoritatively,  to  say  two-and-two  are  eight ;"  "  two-and-two" 
remain  four,  still,  notwithstanding ! 

Precisely  so,  when  they  made  the  not  true  statements  as 
quoted  above,  on  which  we  have  been  animadverting.  "  If  the 
Act  of  Parliament  does  not  fall  within  one  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  assigned  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures,  then  Parliament  Jias 
the  full  legislative  authority  to  pass  it"  is  not  law,  in  the  sense  in 
which  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  use  that 
language,  and  apply  it,  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board,  and 
in  Russell  v.  The  Queen.     This  we  say  advisedly. 

Where  do  they  get  that  language?  They  profess  to  find  it  in 
the  British  North  America   Act;  but  find  it  there  they  most  cer- 
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tainly  do  not.     It  is  an  utter  perversion  by  them,  of  the  language 
there,  to  claim  anything  of  the  kind. 

If  the  British  North  America  Act  provided  that  if  an  Act  of 
Parliament  did  not  fall  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
assigned  to  the  Local  Legislatures,  Parliament  had  the  power  to 
pass  it;  then,  assuredly,  the  Privy  Council's  law  in  Dobie  v.  The 
Temporalities  Board,  and  in  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  would  have 
been  perfectly  good  law.  But,  if  that  had  been  the  provision,  as 
the  Privy  Council  claim,  that,  by  the  first  portion  of  the  first 
clause  of  the  91st  section,  it  is;  then,  all  the  machinery  provided 
in  the  Act  for  disposing  of  cases  of  conflict  when  they  arise,  would 
have  been  unnecessary  ;  for  no  such  conflict  could  ever  have  arisen. 
The  Local  Legislatures,  then,  would  have  been,  expressly,  limited 
and  confined  to  the  passage  of  such  Acts,  (literally  such  Acts,  as 
the  Privy  Council  treat  it),  as  come  within  those  classes  of  subjects 
in  section  92 ;  so,  that,  under  that  section,  they  could  pass  such 
Acts;  and  all  other  Acts  would  have  been  within  the  competency 
of  Parliament.  Then,  with  that  simple  provision,  the  closing  part 
of  the  first  clause  of  section  91,  and  the  last  clause  of  that  section, 
and  all  the  enumerated  subjects-matter  in  section  91  would  have 
been  unnecessary ;  because  the  simple  test  would  then  have  been, 
just  as  the  Privy  Council  have  now  made  it ;  that,  all  Acts,  with  the 
exception  only  of  just  such  Acts  as  the  Local  Legislatures  could  pass 
under  section  92,  whatever  they  might  be,  greater  or  less,  would 
have  gone  to  Parliament.  True,  that,  while  simplifying  the  mat- 
ter in  one  way,  would  have  greatly  complicated  it  in  another,  con- 
sidering the  nature  of  some  of  the  subjects  given  to  the  Local 
Legislatures  by  that  section ;  but,  with  the  very  elastic  rules  of 
construction  that  the  Privy  Council  have  applied  to  the  present 
Act,  applied  to  that,  and  the  difficulties  that  would  have  existed 
in  the  imaginary  Act,  (which,  however,  is  the  Act  as  created  by 
the  Privy  Council,  and  not  by  the  Imperial  Parliament),  would 
have  been  easily  surmounted. 

In  sober  seriousness,  then,  the  British  North  America  Act 
makes  no  such  provision  as  that  if  the  Act  of  Parliament  does  not 
fall  within  one  of  the  classes  of  subjects  named  in  section  92,  it  is 
within  the  Legislative  competency  of  Parliament. 

What,  in  the  clause  named,  it  does  provide,  is,  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  Parliament  "to  make  laws  in  relation  to  TO  ALL  MAT- 
TERS not  coming  within  the  CLASSES  OF  SUBJECTS  by  this  Act,  (the 
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/>'.  .V.  .1.  Art  ),  assigned  saoclvsively  to  the  Legislatures  ofthePro- 
vbncet   ' 

That  ia  a  very  different  thing  from  the  Privy  Council's  state- 
ment of  it.  That,  v\ve  are  ( renting  now,  mark,  as  they  have  done, 
only  of  the  fire!  part  of  the  fir>t  clause  of  the  '.'1st  section,  relied  on 
by  tlie  Privy  Council),  excludes  Parliament  from  legislating  on  oil 

matters  COMING  WITHIN  THE  GLASSES  OF  SUBJECTS  assigned  to  the 

Legislatures,  (the  plural,  mark!),  of  the  Provinces.  Assigned  "exclu- 
k'ivcIij,"  bo,  too,  is  the  language  of  the  Act.  Then,  that  excludes 
Parliament  from  legislating  on  property  and  civil  rights;  on  local 
and  private  matters;  on  licenses  for  revenue  purposes,  and  en  all 
thr  rest  of  the  subjects  named  in  sect.  92.  Hence,  as  Parliament 
ia  excluded  from  legislating  on  property  and  civil  rights;  as 
property  and  civil  rights  are  of  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  ex- 
clusively to  the  Local  Legislatures  ;  and  as  Dobie  v.  The  Tempor- 
alities Board,  and  Russell  v.  The  Queen  are  cases  in  which  legisla- 
tion in  relation  to  matters  which  do  come  "  within  tlie  classes  of 
subjects"  Ac,  viz.,  property  and  civil  rights,  as  we  have  shown  ; 
to  say  nothing  of  the  latter  case  being  also,  as  is  too  clear  for 
question,  a  legislation  relating  to  local  and  private  matters  in  the 
Provinces,  these  cases  are  wrongly  decided, 

AND   ARE   NOT   LAW  ! 

It  remains  now,  from  the  Act  itself,  where  it  is  much  better 
stated,  than  is  done  in  the  horrid  perversion  of  it,  by  the  Privy 
Council,  to  state  what  the  law  is. 

The  Act  then  provides: — 

First, — That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  Parliament  to  make  laws 
for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  in  relation 
to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  by  the  Act 
assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  Provinces ;  and 

Second, — Without  restricting  the  right  of  Parliament  to  make 
laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  as  above 
named,  in  relation  to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the  classes  of 
subjects  by  the  Act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the 


"'.See  anti-,  p.  9,  i:t  gey.,  for  our  construction  of  this  clause,  entirely  irrespective 
and  independent  of  the  holding  of  the  Privy  Council  in  the  cases  under  exami- 
nation. "The  lir-^t  part  of  the  clause  is  clear.  By  it,  Parliament  has  the  power 
'  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada  in  relatiop  to 
all  matt'  r-  not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  exclusively  to  the 
Legislatures  of  the  Provinces.'  Here,  then,  Parliament  is  allowed  to  legislate, 
only,  for  the  purposes  named,  on  the  nuittn-s  that  do  not  come  within  TUR  CLASSES 
igned  to  the  Legislatures  ;"  &c.,  &c. 
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Provinces ;  Parliament  may,  notwithstanding  anything  in  the  Act, 
exclusively  make  laws  in  relation  to  all  matters  enumerated  in 
section  91,  whether  these  come  within  the  subjects- matter  enu- 
merated in  sect.  92,  or  not ;  and  if  any  matters  enumerated  in  sect. 
91  do  come  within  those  enumerated  in  section  92,  they  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  do  so,  so  as  to  prevent  the  effectual,  bona  fide,  legisla- 
tion by  Parliament,  on  the  subjects-matter  enumerated  in  section  91. 


Then,  it  now  remains,  merely,  for  us, — summarizing  from  our 
entire  discussion, — categorically  to  answer  the  questions  we  placed 
before  us  at  the  beginning  of  this  treatise,  (see  ante,  p.  7);  and, 
making  the  answers  as  much  of  the  nature  of  definitions  as  the  nature 
of  the  case  will  admit  of,  we  say,  as  the  law  under  the  Act,  all  the 
badly  decided  cases  in  the  Privy  Council,  or  elsewhere,  to  the 
contrary,  notwithstanding  : — 

1.  The  Local  Legislatures  have  the  right  and  power,  in  the 
first  instance,  (i.  e.,  before  Parliament  has  effectually  legislated  so 
as  to  affect  the  particular  subject-matter  in  section  92),  to  legislate 
on  all  subjects.-matter  enumerated  in  the  92nd  section,  within  these 
subjects-matter,  not  farther  on  them  within  the  subjects-matter 
enumerated  in  section  91.  For  example,  the  Local  Legislatures 
can  legislate  on  the  solemnization  of  marriage,  but  no  farther  than 
that  within  the  subject  of  marriage  ;  on  licenses,  &c,  under  the  9th 
sub-section ;  but  no  farther  than  that,  on  that  subject,  within  the 
subject  of  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  ;  on  the  subject  of  pro- 
perty and  civil  rights,  but  no  farther  than  that  to  make  it  a  legisla- 
tion on  trade  and  commerce  ;  on  bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  or  on 
any  of  the  other  subjects-matter  enumerated  in  section  91 ;  &c,  &c. 

2.  Parliament  has  the  right  and  power  to  legislate  for  the 
peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada,  on  all  matters  not 
coming  within  the  classes  of  matters  enumerated  in  section  91  ; 
and  effectually  and  bona  fide  on  all  subjects-matter  enumerated  in 
section  91,  no  matter  how  much  such  effectual  and  bona  fide  legis- 
lation on  such  subjects-matter  in  section  91,  may  come  within, 
interfere  with,  over-ride,  over-bear,  destroy,  supersede  or  exclude 
the  right  and  power  of  the  Local  Legislatures  to  legislate  on  the 
subjects -matter  enumerated  in  section  92. 

3.  After  Parliament  has  so  effectually  and  bona  fide  legislated 
on  the  subjects-matter  in  section  91,  as  to  have  affected  the  sub- 
jects-matter in  section  92,  the  Local  Legislatures  have  the  right 
and  power  to  legislate  on  the  subjects-matter  enumerated  in  section 
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;»•_',  not  farther  within  the  subjects  matter  enumerated  in  section 
91,  m  nforoniiri  .  bo  far  as  Buoh  Babjeots-matter  in  section  92  remain 
unaffected,  or  not  over-ridden  and  superseded  by  the  effectual 
and  bona  ii'l'  legislation  of  Parliament  on  the  Bubjecta-matter  in 
leotion  91.  For  instance,  legislation  by  Parliament  on  direct  tax- 
ation under  class  ■'>  of  BBOtion  91,  would  leave  intact  direct  taxa- 
tion under  olaSS  -  of  BBOtion  92  J  legislation  by  Parliament  under 
Bub-seotion  '2  of  section  91,  under  such  an  Act  as  the  Canada 
Temperance  Act,  or  under  an  absolutely  Prohibitory  Law,  would, 

virtually,    take   away   all    power   from   the    Local    Legislatures    to 

legislate  as  to  shop,  saloon  and  tavern  licenses  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  a  revenue  for  local  purposes  J  legislation  on  bankruptcy 
and  insolvency,  and  on  other  subjects  enumerated  in  section  91, 
would  take  away  from  the  Local  Legislatures,  property  and  civil 
rights  in  the  Provinces,  so  far  as  these  were  brought  within,  or 
w.  re  affected,  or  over-ridden,  by,  the  bona  fide  legislation,  by  Par- 
liament, on   such  subjects-matter  in  section  91. 

The  above  is  the  deduction  as  to  the  The  Law,  from  the 
Act  itself,  and  from  all  the  well  decided  cases  under  it,  whether 
decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  by  the  Privy  Council,  or 
elsewhere  ;  which,  manifestly, 

DO   NOT   INCLUDE 

Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board,  nor  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  as 
decided  by  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  of  Eng- 
land ;  and  which  cases  we  think  we  have  shown,  honestly  and 
unanswerably, 

ARE   NOT    LAW. 

Admitting  the  above  to  be  a  correct  statement  of  the  law,  as 
between  Parliament  and  the  Legislatures,  under  sections  91  and  92 
of  the  Act,  questions  for  the  Courts  like  those  in  the  fisheries  cases  ; 
in  the  causes  celebre,  the  Mercer  escheat  case;  the  Parsons'  insurance 
case ;  the  Ontario  license  act  case,  and  in  other  similar  cases, 
will  continue  to  arise;  but  these  questions  come  within  the  ordinary 
rules  as  to  construction ;  and,  as  they  arise,  have  to  be  treated  as 
analogous  cases  are  treated  in  other  instances.  So,  too,  questions 
may  arise  as  to  the  effect  of  legislation  by  Parliament  on  subjects- 
matter  in  section  91,  bona  fide  affecting  subjects-matters  in  section 
92;  as  to  the  greater  or  less  extent  to  which  these  latter  may  have 
been  affected  by  such  legislation  :  this,  as  we  have  seen,  being 
greatly  dependent  on  the  relative  subjects- matters  in  the  particular 
case.     Such    questions   are  not    more  difficult    than    many  other 
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questions  of  law  which  are  continually  arising,  and  which  have  to 
be  disposed  of  by  the  Courts ;  and  under  the  intelligent  leadership 
of  the  able  head  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 

WILL   BE   MORE   INTELLIGENTLY   DEALT   WITH 

by  that  Dominion  Court,  with  one  of  the  ablest  lawyers  in  America 
at  its  head,  than  by  a  body,  incapable,  as  it  seems,  of  doing  any 
better,  as  far  as  we  are  concerned,  than  delivering  such  ridiculous 
judgments  as  those  in  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board  and  in 
Russell  v.  The  Queen  ; — 

THE   JUDICIAL   COMMITTEE   OF  THE   PRIVY   COUNCIL  OF  ENGLAND, 

who,  when  they  hear  appeals  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
hear  them  not  as  of  right,  but  in  a  kind  of  illegitimate  way,  called 
"  as  of  favor  !" 

THE  VALIDITY  OF   THE   DOMINION    LICENSE  ACT  OF  1883,   UNDER 

THE   TESTS. 

And,  now,  in  closing,  we  would  simply  apply  the  tests  with 
which  we  are  supplied  by  the  Privy  Council  of  England,  in  Russell 
v.  The  Queen  ;  and  by  the  wiser  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada,  in  the  City  of  Fredericton  v.  Barker,  to  the  Dominion 
License  Act  of  1 883. 

By  what  we  think,  as  we  have  plainly  intimated,  is  the  absurd 
Privy  Council  test,  the  Act  is  undoubtedly  good  ;  from  the  fact, 
alone,  that  the  Local  Legislatures  could  not  pass  it,  being  an  Act 
for  the  whole  Dominion  ;  which  is,  as  we  have  seen,  according  to 
the  Privy  Council,  equivalent  to  a  declaration  that.  Parliament  can 
pass  it.  And,  therefore,  assuming  that  the  Privy  Council's  test  is  a 
sound  one  ;  or,  adopting  it  as  an  authoritative  statement  of  the  law, 
the  License  Act  of  1883  would  be  intra  vires  Parliament.  But, 
we  confess  that  we  shall  be  somewhat  surprised  if  the  Privy  Council 
themselves  do  not  abandon  their  rule,  which,  we  think  we  have 
clearly  shown,  is  utterly  unsound  and  worthless. 

By  the  wiser  tests  furnished  by  the  Act,  and  developed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  in  the  City  of  Fredericton  v.  Barker,  the 
Act  is  question  being  a  general  Act  for  the  regulation  of  traffic  in 
intoxicating  liquors,  for  the  "  peace  and  order"  of  Canada,  is  an 
Act  regulating  trade,  and  is  as  valid  as  the  Canada  Temperance 
Act ;  the  Fisheries  Act ;  or  the  Insurance  Act — which  two  latter 
Acts  have  been  already  fully  considered,  with  the  cases  under  them, 
in  this  treatise.  As  these  latter  two  Acts  contained  clauses  ex- 
pressly reserving  the  rights  of  the  Local  Legislatures,  so  the 
Act  under   consideration    has    a   clause,  (the  2nd  sub-section  of 
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section  7  .  expressly  reserving  tin-  right  of  imposing  l<  a  tax" 
(i<  is  called  "wi  order  to  tin  raiei/ng  of  a  revenue;"  which 
is,  in  effect,  but  another  way  of  designating  a  license  for  that  pur- 
pose :  rhe  effect  intended  under  the  B.  N.  A.  Act  being  thus  accom- 
plished. That  concedes  the  right, call  it  by  what  name  yon  please, 
reserved  to  the  Local  Legislatures,  Lo  raise  the  revenue  for  local 
purposes  contemplated  to  be  raised  under  sub-seotion  0  of  section 
92.  Bo,  the  question  as  to  the  over-riding  of  that  section  is  elimi- 
nated from  the  case.  Besides  that,  under  the  lfJth  clause  of  section 
92,  any  mere  local  or  private  regulations,  of  the  nature  of  muni- 
cipal or  police  regulations,  not  inconsistent  with  the  Dominion  Act, 
and  not  over-ridden  by  it,  would  remain  intact.  Such  questions  as 
these  arc  very  simple  ones.  No  more  difficult,  in  fact,  than  are  the 
\  cry  simple  questions  in  the  Mercer  escheat  case;  the  fisheries 
case;  the  Parsons'  insurance  case;  &c,  &C. 

As  far  as  these  cases  justify  the  portion  of  the  speech  of  the 
Lieut.-Gov.  of  N.  B.,  at  the  opening  of  the  Legislature  of  that 
Province,  which  we  have  inserted  at  the  begii.ning  of  this  treatise, 
in  the  face  of  what  we  have  shown  is  the  rationale  of  the  decisions 
in  the  Privy  Council  cases  of  Dobie  v.  The  Temporalities  Board 
and  of  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  that  passage  can  stand,  and  have 
the  effect  to  which  it  may  be  entitled,  but  no  further  than  that. 
So,  too,  as  far  as  the  principles  that  are  developed  in  these  cases 
justify  the  statement  put  in  the  closing  speech  of  the  Lieut.-Gov. 
of  Ontario,  in  his  closing  speech  to  the  Legislature  of  that  Pro- 
vince, it,  too,  can  stand  and  have  that  effect  to  which  it  is  entitled. 
It  is  as  follows, — 

"  By  the  conformation  of  Provincial  jurisdiction  over  the 
liquor  traffic,  to  which  I  referred  at  the  opening  of  the  House,  the 
way  was  laid  for  further  legislation  on  the  subject,  and  I  was  glad 
to  find  that,  by  the  bill  to  which  I  have  assented,  you  have  done 
all  that  seems  at  present  practicable  for  further  mitigating  the  evils 
of  intemperance  by  imposing  greater  restriction  on  the  sale  of 
liquor,  and  severer  penalties  for  the  violation  of  our  license  law." 

"We  placed  at  the  fore-front  of  this  treatise,  quotations  which 
we  thought  apt,  from  Shakepeare  and  Lord  Justice  Bramwell, 
as  a  fair  indication  of  the  course  we  should  pursue  in  dealing, 
''  fearlessly  and  faithfully,"  with  all  questions  that  might  come  in 
our  way,  in  this  investigation  after  Law,  and  after  Truth.  And, 
now,  looking  back  upon  the  plain,  unhesitating  manner  in  which, 
"calling  a  spade  a  spade,"  we  have  dealt  with  the  cases  we  have 
investigated,  and  with  those  who  have  figured  in  them;  we  place 
at  the  end  of  this  treatise,  as 
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NOT   AN   INAPT  CONCLUSION, 

a  quotation  from  the  the  utterance  of  an  out-spoken  citizen  of  the 
United  States — the  Rev.  T.  DeWitt  Talmage;  which  is  as  fol- 
lows : — 

"  Those  who  are  in  editorial  chairs  and  in  pulpits  may  not 
hold  back  the  truth.  King  David  must  be  made  to  feel  the  re- 
proof of  Nathan,  and  Felix  must  tremble  before  Paul,  and  we 
may  not  walk  with  muffled  feet  lest  tue  wake  up  some  big  sinner ! 
If  we  keep  back  the  truth  what  will  we  do  in  the  day  when  the 
Lord  rises  up  in  judgment,  and  we  are  tried  not  only  for  what  we 
have  said  but  for  what  we  have  declined  to  say  1 

11  In  unrolling  the  scroll  of  public  wickedness  /  first  find 
incompetency  for  office.  If  a  man  struggle  for  an  official  position 
for  which  he  has  no  qualification,  and  win  that  position,  he  com- 
mits A  crime  against  God  and  against  society  !  It  is  no  sin  for 
me  to  be  ignorant  of  medical  science,  but  if,  ignorant  of  medical 
science,  I  set  myself  up  among  professional  men  and  trifle  with  the 
lives  of  people,  then  the  charlatanism  becomes  positive  knavery. 
It  is  no  sin  for  me  to  be  ignorant  of  machinery,  but  if,  knowing 
nothing  about  it,  I  attempt  to  take  a  steamer  across  to  Southampton, 
and  through  darkness  and  storm  I  hold  the  lives  of  hundreds  of 
passengers,  then  all  who  are  slain  by  that  shipwreck  may  hold  me 
accountable.  .......... 

"  We  have  had  judges  of  courts  who  have  given  sentence  to 
criminals  in  such  inaccuracy  of  phraseology  that  the  criminal 
at  the  bar  has  been  more  amused  at  the  stupidity  of  the  bench 
than  alarmed  at  the  prospect  of  his  own  punishment. 

"I  ARRAIGN  INCOMPETENCY  FOR  OFFICE  AS  ONE  OF  THE 
GREAT  CRIMES  OF  THIS  DAY  IN  PUBLIC  PLACES." 


POSTSCRIPT. 


From  the  intimations  I  have  received  as  to  the  demand  for 
this  work,  I  have  felt  myself  warranted  in  having  an  edition 
issued  very  much  larger  than  is  usual,  in  this  Dominion,  for  works 
of  this  class.  If,  notwithstanding  this  fact,  the  present  edition 
should  be  soon  exhausted,  as  it  now  seems  probable  that  it  will  be, 
and  the  issuing  of  a  second  edition  should  become  advisable,  I 
propose,  in  addition  to  discussing  all  further  Canadian  Constitu- 
tional cases  that  may  have  been  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
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Canada,  and  by  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  to 
take  up  all  the  remaining  caeee  In  the  differenl  Provinoea  of  the 
Dominion,  (Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  1'.  E.  Island,  etc.), 
decided  under  the  B.  N.  A.  A.ct,  1867;  and,  subjecting  them  to  the 
same  oourse  of  impartial  and   independent  criticism  that  I  have 

applied  to  the  cases  1  have  examined,  by  means  of  the  crucible  of 
criticism,  separate  the  gold  from  the  dross  ;  as  I  have  striven  to  do 
in  the  present  edition  ;    I  trust  not  altogether  without  success. 

J.  TRAVIS. 
Saint  John,  X.  B.,  dune,  1884. 
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